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ABSTRACT 



This report presents findings about the academic performance 
of elementary students with limited English proficiency (LEP) who entered 
first grade in Texas public schools in 1992-93. In general, performance gaps 
existed between elementary LEP students and non-LEP students, in terms of 
Texas Assessment of Academic Skills (TAAS) results and retention rates. LEP 
students experienced a relatively higher incidence of living in poverty, of 
attending schools with concentrations of economically disadvantaged students, 
and of attending schools that, campus-wide, performed worse on TAAS. The 
report highlights factors that impact LEP students' academic achievement: 
socioeconomic status, consistency of services in special language programs, 
preschool attendance, mobility, regularity of school attendance, retention in 
grade, and prior experience taking the TAAS in English. Geographic 
distribution of grade-1 LEP students is shown for 1992-93, including data for 
education service center regions. LEP enrollment trends are presented, giving 
percent change from 1992-93 to 1996-97. Data are tabulated by district type 
(from urban to rural) and for education service regions within Texas. A 
profile of first-graders in 1992-93 shows gender, race/ethnicity, age, home 
language, and other statistics for LEP and non-LEP students. The report 
addresses teacher preparation issues in a special section. Texas is one of 32 
states with licensing requirements for teachers of LEP students. The report 
contains figures, data tables, and 74 references. (CDS) 
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Published by the Texas Education Agency Office of Policy Planning and Research 

Academic Achievement of Elementary 
Students With Limited English Proficiency 
in Texas Public Schools 

This report presents findings about the academic performance of elementary students 
with limited English proficiency (LEP) who entered first grade in 1992-93. In general, 
performance gaps existed between elementary LEP students and non-LEP students, in 
terms of TAAS results and retention rates. LEP students experience a relatively higher 
incidence of living in poverty, of attending schools with concentrations of economically 
disadvantaged students, and of attending schools that, campus wide, perform worse on 
TAAS. Schools have traditionally had difficulty meeting the academic needs of economi- 
cally disadvantaged students, and socioeconomic status alone explained much of the 
performance gaps between LEP and non-LEP students. Consistency of services also mat- 
tered. Those LEP students who were served in a consistent sequence of special language 
programs over a five-year period were less likely to be retained in grade than their peers who 
received a mix of services or had a break in services. Additional differences reflected prior 
prekindergarten experience. Compared to their LEP classmates who did not attend pre- 
kindergarten, LEP students who did attend prekindergarten were less likely to be retained, 
more likely to take English TAAS at Grade 5, and had higher passing rates on English TAAS. 
Other relationships between attendance, grade-level retention, mobility, and TAAS perfor- 
mance were similar to those already observed in the general population. For example, 
retained LEP students had relatively poorer attendance and higher mobility than LEP 
students who were promoted. And, fourth grade LEP students who had been retained did 
not perform as well on English TAAS as those who had taken the test on grade level the 
previous year. There is evidence of high growth between the first and second years of TAAS 
testing in English for LEP students. The LEP students taking the English TAAS for the first 
time did not perform as well as those who had previously taken the test in English. Attention 
should continue to be paid to LEP students as they enter the public education system, given 
implementation of the new state curriculum (Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills, or 
<so TEKS) and anticipated expansions of the state’s assessment and accountability systems. 
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Academic Performance of Elementary Students 
with Limited English Proficiency in Texas Public Schools 

Highlights 

What appears to impact TAAS performance of LEP and non-LEP students? 

Socioeconomic Status. Economically disadvantaged students had lower TAAS passing rates than 
their non-economically disadvantaged classmates regardless of English proficiency. 

Ethnicity. Hispanic students had lower passing rates than non-Hispanic students among both 
LEP and non-LEP students. 

Mobility. Students who remained on the same campus for Grades 1-5 had higher TAAS passing rates 
than their mobile counterparts; this was especially true for non-LEP students. 

Attendance. Both LEP and non-LEP students who failed the Grade 5 English TAAS missed an 
average of one or one and a half more days of school each year in Grades 1-5 than students who 
passed the test. 

Retention. Retained students did not perform as well on the Grade 4 English TAAS as students who 
were not retained, even though the retained students had received an additional year of instruction. 

Campus Poverty. Percent economically disadvantaged students on a campus may have a negative 
impact on student academic performance independent of the influence on individual students of being 
economically disadvantaged. 

What additional factors appear to impact TAAS performance of LEP students? 

Mathematics. LEP students performed better on the mathematics test, which is less language 
dependent than the reading test. 

Prekindergarten. LEP students who attended prekindergarten had higher Grade 5 TAAS passing 
rates than those who did not attend. 

Prior TAAS Participation. LEP students taking the English TAAS for the first time did not perform 
as well as those who had previously taken the test in English. There is evidence of high growth 
between the first and second years of testing in English. 

Special Language Programs. LEP students who were still in bilingual education or ESL programs 
had lower English TAAS passing rates than former LEP students who had exited those programs. 

Academic performance was not examined in relation to type of special language program because 
different program goals effect at what grade students exit those programs and history of participation 
on the English TAAS. 

Campus Effectiveness. The performance gap between LEP and non-LEP students on the reading test 
is smaller on campuses with the highest campuswide TAAS performance; however, those campuses 
also retain larger percentages of LEP students than lower performing campuses. 
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Introduction 

In 1990, just over 6 percent of school- 
age children in the United States spoke 
a language other than English at home 
and had difficulty speaking English 
(NCES, 1995). Texas was second 
only to California in the number of 
school-age children with limited 
English proficiency (LEP) in 1990, 
and was one of only five states in 
which more than 10 percent of the 
school-age population had limited 
English proficiency. The other four 
states were California, Hawaii, New 
Mexico, and New York. Public school 
enrollment of LEP students by state 
mirrors these numbers (NCES, 1997). 

Over 500,000 students enrolled in 
Texas public schools in 1996-97 were 
identified as having limited English 
proficiency. Although they represent 
over 13 percent of all students, previ- 
ously little was known about the 
participation of LEP students state- 
wide in special language programs 
over time. Furthermore, analysis of 
academic performance of LEP stu- 
dents was difficult because, once those 
students achieved proficiency in 
English, they were no longer identified 
as having limited English proficiency. 

This report presents a longitudinal 
overview of academic performance of 
students entering first grade in Texas 
public schools in 1992-93. The report 
provides a demographic profile of 
Grade 1 students in 1992-93, and 
follows those students through the 
1996-97 school year. Five-year 
patterns of student enrollment, campus 
mobility, participation in special 
programs, and grade-level promotion 
are examined. Analysis of 1996-97 
Texas Assessment of Academic Skills 
(TAAS) reading and mathematics 
results focuses on participation and 
performance of students who were 
identified as having limited English 
proficiency when they entered Grade 1 
five years earlier. A profile of 1 996- 
97 Grade 1 students identifies changes 



in the demographic characteristics of 
students entering Texas public 
schools over the past five years. 
Finally, Texas policy related to LEP 
students is reviewed. 

Background 

In bilingual education programs 
students receive part of their instruc- 
tion in their native language. In 
English as a second language (ESL) 
programs, they receive all instruction 
in English, but the English is simpli- 
fied and the content enriched to make 
it more understandable. Other 
approaches focus on the development 
of English language skills rather than 
academic content. Studies of bilin- 
gual education and ESL programs 
rely on a number of research tradi- 
tions - cognitive aspects of school 
learning, program evaluation, and 
research on schooling and classroom 
effectiveness (August & Hakuta, 
1997). Within the program evaluation 
tradition, the case study methodology 
continues to be considered appropri- 
ate for in-depth study of the complex 
relationships between the many 
student, classroom, and school level 
variables in bilingual education 
programs (Carter & Chatfield, 1986; 
Baker, 1990). However, researchers 
are advocating a change in the focus 
of program evaluations to one that 
emphasizes identifying program 
components that are effective in a 
given context (August & Hakuta, 

1997; Baker, 1990). Past studies have 
focused on efforts to determine which 
types of programs (bilingual educa- 
tion or ESL) are most effective. This 
change in focus has grown in part 
from the inconclusive findings of 
major studies of bilingual education 
and ESL programs and from criti- 
cisms of the methodologies used in 
those studies. 

The increased emphasis on school 
accountability in the 1990s, both 
nationally and in Texas, has also led 
to an effort to include students with 



limited English proficiency in large 
scale national surveys and assess- 
ments such as the National Assess- 
ment of Educational Progress (Olson 
and Goldstein, 1996). In Texas, the 
Public Education Information Man- 
agement System (PEIMS) has been 
used to collect individual student level 
data on Texas public school students 
for a sufficient number of years to 
conduct longitudinal analyses of 
educational progress of LEP students 
from the time they enter school until 
they participate in the TAAS, the state 
criterion-referenced testing program. 
Also, Spanish versions of the TAAS 
have been developed for Grades 3-6 to 
increase accountability for students 
who previously were exempt from the 
TAAS due to limited English profi- 
ciency. 

This report is the first component of a 
larger study of academic performance 
of LEP students in Texas public 
schools that will be conducted by the 
Texas Education Agency (TEA) over 
the next year. The study focuses on 
issues that are of primary interest to 
state and local education policymakers 
related to the performance of students 
who enter school with limited English 
proficiency in a system with high 
performance standards. The first 
component is primarily descriptive in 
nature and limited to the elementary 
grades. Longitudinal retention rates 
and performance of LEP students who 
participate in the TAAS are examined. 
Later components of the study will 
look at educational progress of older 
LEP students, including high school 
course-taking patterns and school 
completion, and provide more in- 
depth analysis of academic perfor- 
mance. 

LEP Policy Development 

Describing the educational experi- 
ences of millions of “Mexican Ameri- 
can” children in the Southwest as 
cruelly discriminatory, U.S. Senator 
Ralph Yarborough from Texas (1992) 
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1996-97 LEP Student Enrollment 



There were 514,139 LEP students enrolled in Texas 
public schools in 1996-97, representing over 13 percent of 
the total student body. This does not include former LEP 
students who were no longer identified as having limited 
English proficiency in 1996-97. Between 1992-93 and 
1 996-97 the LEP population increased by 29 percent, 
compared to an 8 percent increase in total students over 
the same period. About 9 1 percent of LEP students speak 
Spanish. In 1996-97 over 87 percent of LEP students 
were economically disadvantaged compared to 48 percent 
of non-LEP students. Students with limited English 
proficiency are less likely to be receiving special educa- 
tion services (8 percent compared to 12 percent for non- 
LEP students); however, 87 percent are receiving bilin- 
gual education or ESL services. 

Enrollment of LEP students is highest in major urban 
districts (24 percent of all students) and lowest in rural 
districts (5 percent). Although LEP enrollment is highest 
on elementary campuses, there are also substantial 
numbers of LEP students on middle and high school 
campuses. Districts and campuses with overall low 
TAAS performance have higher LEP enrollments than 



LEP as % of 
Enrollment 




those with high TAAS performance. Districts and cam- 
puses with high percentages of economically disadvan- 
taged students also have high percentages of LEP students. 
Campus effectiveness and campus poverty are two factors 
that may be related to student achievement for all students 
regardless of their English proficiency. 

Statewide 49 percent of LEP students are in bilingual 
education programs and 38 percent are in ESL programs. 
About 53 percent of Spanish-speaking LEP students are in 
bilingual education programs compared to only 10 percent 
of LEP students with Asian and other languages. Also, 
LEP students in middle schools and high schools and in 
districts with under 1 ,600 students are more likely to be in 
ESL programs. 

In 1996-97, districts budgeted $395 million dollars, or 4 
percent of their total instructional operating expenditures, 
for bilingual education and ESL programs. These funds, 
which include federal, state, and local revenues, cover 
expenditures beyond the cost of providing a regular 
instructional program. Seven percent of teacher full time 
equivalents (FTEs) are allocated to bilingual education and 
ESL programs. 
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introduced legislation in 1967 to 
rectify the “folklore ... that everyone 
has an equal chance to succeed” 

(p. 323). The most promising area for 
progress, he said, was in the field of 
education. A year later, enactment of 
Title VII of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act, which 
became known as the Bilingual 
Education Act of 1968, marked the 
beginning of federal efforts to meet 
the “special educational needs of large 
numbers of children of limited English 
speaking ability in the United States.” 
The Act made funds available directly 
to school districts with high concen- 
trations of language-minority students 
from low-income families. These 
federal grants could be used to de- 
velop and operate bilingual education 
programs and related activities, such 
as teacher training, early childhood 
education, adult education, vocational 
education, and dropout reduction. 

In Texas, which had always been 
home to one of the largest populations 
of Hispanics in the country, several 
school districts across the state were 
already operating preschool programs 
under a 1959 law intended to improve 
the communication skills of non- 
English speaking children before they 
entered first grade (Act approved June 
1, 1959; TEA, 1962). By 1964, two 
South Texas school districts, Laredo 
United Consolidated and San Antonio, 
had begun experimenting with bilin- 
gual education programs in the 
elementary grades (Leo, 1985). It took 
five more years, however, before the 
61st Texas Legislature passed HB 
103, the state’s first bilingual educa- 
tion bill (Act approved May 22, 

1969). Before doing so, lawmakers 
would have to repeal the “English 
Only” statute of 1918, which made it a 
misdemeanor for any teacher or 
administrator to use a language other 
than English in school or to prescribe 
textbooks not printed in the English 
language, except in high school 
foreign language classes. 



House Bill 103 began by acknowledg- 
ing English as the primary language of 
instruction in school, but went on to 
emphasize “the fact that instruction in 
the earlier years which includes the 
use of language the child understands 
makes learning easier.” Accordingly, 
the legislation allowed, but did not 
require, school districts to provide 
bilingual instruction through Grade 6. 
TEA approval was required before a 
district could offer bilingual education 
in the secondary grades. Although no 
state funds were appropriated for 
implementing the bill, by 1970 federal 
Title VII grants totaling almost $2 
million were supporting some 27 
bilingual programs in Texas school 
districts (Leo, 1985). 

In Washington at this time, govern- 
ment officials began considering the 
implications of recent civil rights 
legislation for children with limited 
English proficiency. The Office for 
Civil Rights (OCR) in the Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare 
expressed concern that compliance 
reviews conducted under Title VI of 
the Civil Rights Act of 1964 had 
revealed practices in some school 
districts that effectively denied an 
equal educational opportunity to 
“Spanish-sumamed” students. In a 
memorandum issued May 25, 1970, to 
all federally-funded school districts 
with “more than five percent national 
origin-minority group children,” OCR 
clarified that: “where inability to 
speak and understand the English 
language excludes national origin- 
minority group children from effective 
participation in the education program 
offered by a school district, the district 
must take affirmative steps to rectify 
the language deficiency in order to 
open its instructional program to these 
students” (OCR, [1975]). This corre- 
spondence set the stage for a series of 
future judicial actions that would 
dramatically change the course of 
bilingual education in the United 
States. 



The following year, during the 62nd 
Texas legislative session, Representa- 
tive Carlos Truan introduced two bills 
(HB 495 and HB 1024) in a push to 
strengthen the state’s bilingual educa- 
tion laws. Although neither bill 
passed, the efforts led the State Board 
of Education (SBOE) to issue a more 
comprehensive policy statement on 
bilingual education (San Miguel, Jr., 
1987). Under the Revised Statewide 
Design for Bilingual Education, each 
bilingual program was required to: 
introduce the school environment 
using the child’s first language; 
develop the child’s language skills in 
both the first language and English; 
teach subject matter and concepts 
using both languages; and help the 
child develop a positive self-image 
through an appreciation of his or her 
cultural heritage (SBOE, 1971). Soon 
after the policy was approved, TEA 
published a resource manual to help 
school districts implement bilingual 
education programs (TEA, [1972]). 
The guide described the importance of 
incorporating the student’s native 
language in the educational process, 
asserting that “bilingual education is 
not merely using the first language of 
a child as a bridge to English and then 
eliminating the first language as 
proficiency in English is attained. It is 
the total development of the child 
bilingually so that he can function 
within his own capabilities in two 
languages.” (p. 2) 

At the same time the SBOE was 
refining its position on bilingual 
education, the U.S. Eastern Division 
Court was considering claims involv- 
ing the San Felipe and Del Rio school 
districts brought under United States 
v. State of Texas (1971/1972), an 
ongoing desegregation case. One of 
the major issues in the litigation was 
whether the school districts were 
providing Mexican American students 
an equal educational opportunity. On 
August 6, 1971, Judge William 
Wayne Justice ordered that the two 
districts be consolidated, and four 
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months later, instructed the San 
Felipe/Del Rio Consolidated Indepen- 
dent School District to implement a 
comprehensive program of bilingual/ 
bicultural education. The court’s plan 
closely followed recommendations 
submitted by the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare 
(HEW) that sought to reinforce the 
“cultural and linguistic pluralism of 
the student body” (Hardgrave, Jr., & 
Hinojosa, 1975, p. 42). 

On the heels of the court’s ruling, and 
with support from the Texas Associa- 
tion for Continuing Adult Education 
and the League of United Latin 
American Citizens (LULAC), the 63rd 
Legislature passed Senate Bill (SB) 
121, the Texas Bilingual Education 
and Training Act of 1973 (San 
Miguel, Jr., 1987). The Act directed 
each school district in which 20 or 
more LEP students in the same grade 
shared the same language classifica- 
tion the previous year to institute a 
program of bilingual instruction 
beginning with the 1974-75 school 
year. As defined by legislators, 
bilingual education was to be a full- 
time program of dual-language 
instruction in all subjects required by 
law. LEP students, however, were not 
to be segregated from their English- 
speaking peers in “predominantly 
nonverbal” classes, such as art, music, 
and physical education. While the Act 
applied only to Grade 1 the first year, 
it required that one grade be added 
each succeeding year until bilingual 
education was offered in all elemen- 
tary grades through Grade 6. The Act 
did not address the education of LEP 
students in Grades 7-12. 

To fund bilingual education, the state 
appropriated $2.7 million for the 
biennium (TEA, [1974]); districts 
were allocated $15 for each LEP 
student to purchase instructional 
materials (House Study Group, 1981). 
The SBOE, meanwhile, was directed 
to adopt bilingual textbooks to be 
made available free under the state 



textbook program. To address the need 
for qualified teachers, the SBOE 
prepared to promulgate rules govern- 
ing bilingual teacher certification, and 
TEA began establishing bilingual 
education training institutes for public 
school personnel. Another priority for 
educators was the curriculum, because 
by the end of the first year of man- 
dated bilingual education, there were 
still no guidelines available for the 
program (House Study Group, 1981). 

Early in 1974, the courts again took up 
the issue of equal educational opportu- 
nity for language-minority students. 
The U.S. Supreme Court, in a civil 
rights suit brought by a group of 
Chinese students against the San 
Francisco School District, ruled that 
the district’s failure to provide lan- 
guage assistance for the students 
violated federal law by denying them 
“a meaningful opportunity to partici- 
pate in the education program of the 
district.” In the unanimous decision, 
the justices declared in Lau v. Nichols 
(1974) that “there is no equality of 
treatment merely by providing stu- 
dents with the same facilities, text- 
books, teachers, and curriculum; for 
students who do not understand 
English are effectively foreclosed 
from any meaningful education.” The 
court found, moreover, that OCR had 
correctly interpreted the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964, and that the rules laid out 
in the agency’s 1970 memorandum 
essentially carried the weight of law. 
While both the Supreme Court and 
OCR clearly admonished school 
districts to provide some form of 
special language assistance for LEP 
students, it is important to note that 
neither prescribed a specific methodol- 
ogy or type of program (U.S. Commis- 
sion on Civil Rights, 1975). Bilingual 
education, up to this point, was still 
considered only one option available 
to school districts. 

In August, Congress enacted the Equal 
Educational Opportunity Act of 1974. 
The legislation allowed an individual 



to initiate civil action if he or she was 
denied equal educational opportunity. 
Among the circumstances expressly 
defined in the Act as constituting such 
a denial was “the failure by an educa- 
tional agency to take appropriate 
action to overcome language barriers 
that impede equal participation by its 
students in its instructional program.” 
The law thus obliged all school 
districts, not just those receiving 
federal funds, to comply with Title VI 
of the Civil Rights Act and the OCR 
guidelines of 1970 (Arizona Depart- 
ment of Education, [1977]). 

Also that year, the federal Bilingual 
Education Act of 1974 superseded the 
1968 Act. Congress expanded the 
scope of the program by deleting the 
requirement that children served come 
from low-income families. In addi- 
tion, the new law for the first time 
provided a federal definition of an 
appropriate bilingual education 
program. Such a program, in part, was 
to offer instruction given in the native 
languages of LEP students “to the 
extent necessary to allow [them] to 
progress effectively through the 
educational system.” Combined with 
events at the state level, the wave of 
federal actions that took place in 1 974 
forced many school districts to begin 
reevaluating not only their educational 
goals, but their obligations as well. 

In Texas that year, TEA received a 
U.S. Commission on Civil Rights 
report that was critical of bilingual 
education programs in several South- 
western states, including Texas (U.S. 
Commission on Civil Rights, 1974). 
The commission found that Mexican 
American students in these states were 
still frequently subject to discrimina- 
tion and ethnic segregation. In addi- 
tion to being seriously underfinanced 
and reaching only a fraction of the 
LEP student population, many of the 
bilingual programs failed to ad- 
equately address Mexican American 
culture and history. The State Board 
of Education, before submitting its 
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LEP Enrollment Trends 



The number of LEP students enrolled in Texas public 
schools grew from 398,633 in 1992-93 to 514,139 in 
1996-97 — an increase of 1 15,506 students. The 
highest growth in both numbers of LEP students and 
LEP students as a percent of total enrollment took 
place in districts located in major urban areas and 
their surrounding suburbs. Major urban districts are 
the state’s eight largest metropolitan districts serving 





LEP 

Students 

1996-97 


Change 

From 

1992-93 


Percent 

Change 


District Type 


Major Urban 


176,207 


42,500 


32% 


Major Suburban 


119,332 


41,538 


53% 


Other Central City 


96,739 


14,526 


18% 


Other CC Suburban 


55,503 


5,779 


12% 


Independent Town 


21,631 


5,186 


32% 


Non-metro Fast Growing 


7,619 


2,313 


44% 


Non-metro Stable 


28,018 


1,640 


6% 


Rural 


8,468 


1,453 


21% 


ESC Region 


1 Edinburg 


115,816 


7,612 


7% 


2 Corpus Christi 


6,488 


-1,687 


-21% 


3 Victoria 


2,529 


478 


23% 


4 Houston 


125,293 


33,775 


37% 


5 Beaumont 


2,251 


744 


49% 


6 Huntsville 


6,420 


3,023 


89% 


7 Kilgore 


7,457 


3,702 


99% 


8 Mt. Pleasant 


1,750 


729 


71% 


9 Wichita Falls 


1,083 


411 


61% 


10 Richardson 


74,176 


27,468 


59% 


11 Fort Worth 


29,645 


10,830 


58% 


12 Waco 


5,595 


2,699 


93% 


13 Austin 


19,610 


7,183 


58% 


14 Abilene 


1,423 


-62 


-4% 


15 San Angelo 


3,807 


632 


20% 


16 Amarillo 


6,710 


2,001 


42% 


17 Lubbock 


4,910 


8 


0% 


18 Midland 


10,621 


1,118 


12% 


19 El Paso 


52,208 


12,921 


33% 


20 San Antonio 


35,725 


1,350 


4% 


Pet Econ Disadvantaged 


Under 20% 


23,609 


8,603 


57% 


20% to 30% 


24,179 


10,112 


72% 


30% to 40% 


17,632 


5,491 


45% 


40% to 60% 


115,889 


36,314 


46% 


60% to 80% 


213,693 


47,013 


28% 


Over 80% 


118,515 


7,402 


7% 



the Houston, Dallas, San Antonio, Fort Worth, 
Austin, and El Paso areas. About one-third of the 
LEP students in the state are enrolled in major 
urban districts. The LEP populations in these 
districts increased from 19 percent of total enroll- 
ment in 1992-93 to 24 percent in 1996-97. Major 
suburban districts are other districts in and around 
the major urban areas. Although these districts 
experienced high growth in total enrollment as well 
as LEP enrollment from 1992-93 to 1996-97, their 
LEP populations increased from 8 percent of total 
enrollment to 1 1 percent over the 5 years. 

There were fewer LEP students enrolled in districts 
in the Corpus Christi (Region 2) and Abilene 
(Region 14) regions in 1996-97 than in 1992-93, 
and almost no change in LEP enrollment in the 
Lubbock region (Region 17). Enrollment of LEP 
students increased at a slower rate than total enroll- 
ment in the San Antonio region (Region 20) and at 
the same rate in the Edinburg region (Region 1). In 
all other regions LEP enrollment increased at a 
faster rate than total enrollment. The largest in- 
creases in number of LEP students were in the 
major urban regions of Houston, Richardson, Fort 
Worth, and El Paso. However, the number of LEP 
students almost doubled in the Huntsville, Kilgore, 
and Waco regions. 

Districts in which 40 to 80 percent of the students 
are economically disadvantaged had greater in- 
creases in numbers of LEP students from 1992-93 
to 1996-97 than districts in which there are more or 
fewer economically disadvantaged students. 
Although districts in which 20 to 30 percent of the 
students are economically disadvantaged had a 
smaller increase in number of LEP students, this 
represented a 72 percent increase from 1992-93 
to 1996-97. By comparison, there was only a 
7 percent increase in districts in which more 
than 80 percent of the students are economically 
disadvantaged. 
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legislative recommendations, asked 
TEA to conduct a study of the defi- 
ciencies identified by the commission 
(SBOE, 1974a). In a report to the 64th 
Legislature in November, the SBOE 
described the condition of bilingual 
education in the state and urged 
lawmakers both to revitalize the 
system with “increased and continued 
financial support” and to enhance it by 
including kindergarten (SBOE, 1974b, 
P- 3). 

When several bills were introduced 
that session amending the bilingual 
education act, key opponents of the 
legislation orchestrated what Senator 
Carlos Truan later referred to as an 
“awful tradeoff’(House Study Group, 
1981, p. 6). House Bill 1126, the 
public school finance bill, passed in 
1 975 with an amendment to the 
bilingual education laws that added 
kindergarten to the mandatory pro- 
gram, but removed Grades 4-6 (Act 
approved June 6, 1975). Although 
state funds would be provided for 
bilingual education in Grades 4 and 5, 
the programs were optional. Bilingual 
instruction beyond the fifth grade 
could only be offered at the district’s 
expense. 

In response to the reductions, LULAC 
and the American G.I. Forum joined 
the Mexican American Legal Defense 
and Education Fund (MALDEF) in 
efforts to reactivate United States v. 
State of Texas, the statewide desegre- 
gation case that had begun in 1970. 
New motions filed by the plaintiffs in 
June 1975 alleged that the state had 
failed to take steps to remedy discrimi- 
natory educational practices against 
Mexican American students, thus 
denying them equal educational 
opportunity ( United States v. State of 
Texas, 1981/1982). In seeking relief, 
the plaintiffs asked the court to require 
TEA to implement a plan to provide a 
program of bilingual instruction to all 
LEP students in Texas. Six years 
would go by before a decision in the 
case was reached. 



While Texas continued to struggle 
with decisions about how best to serve 
a growing LEP population, federal 
policies were quickly becoming more 
stringent. Following the 1974 Supreme 
Court decision in Lau v. Nichols, OCR 
organized a task force to develop 
guidelines to help school districts 
comply with the court’s ruling (Office 
for Civil Rights, [1975]). The resulting 
“Lau remedies” were distributed to all 
state education agencies in 1975, and 
regional “Lau centers” were estab- 
lished across the country to provide 
technical assistance to districts 
(Harrington, 1980). Now, each school 
district found to be out of compliance 
would have to submit a plan to OCR 
designed to eliminate past educational 
inequities by meeting the language 
needs of its LEP students or risk the 
loss of all federal funding under the 
Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act (ESEA). 

Between 1976 and 1978, federal 
scrutiny of Texas bilingual programs 
steadily intensified. TEA officials met 
periodically with representatives of 
OCR during that time to discuss 
development of state standards for 
bilingual education that would satisfy 
civil rights criteria. Despite these 
efforts, however, at least 40 Texas 
school districts were cited for noncom- 
pliance by June of 1978 (Vega, 1983). 
OCR subsequently moved to withhold 
some $14 million in federal funds 
available under the Emergency School 
Aid Act of 1972, legislation aimed at 
helping districts with high percentages 
of minority students and districts 
undergoing desegregation. 

As TEA and other state officials 
protested the move in Washington, the 
State Board of Education was prepar- 
ing to adopt administrative rules to 
implement its “Texas State Plan for 
Bilingual Education.” The SBOE first 
adopted the rules on an emergency 
basis in June 1978, voting to expand 
the mandatory program beyond the 
statutory limit of Grade 3 to include 



Grades 4 and 5 and to require English 
language development services in 
Grades 6-12 (SBOE, 1978a). The 
rules applied to all districts in which 
any LEP students were identified, not 
just those with 20 or more LEP 
students with the same language 
classification in any one grade level. 

By the time the SBOE adopted the 
rules on a permanent basis in Novem- 
ber of 1978, concern over potential 
program costs and teacher shortages 
had substantially weakened the plan 
(SBOE, 1978b; Vega, 1983). Manda- 
tory bilingual instruction was again 
confined to Grades K-3 in districts 
with 20 or more LEP students with the 
same language classification enrolled 
in the same grade, with programs in 
Grades 4 and 5 being optional. 
Although districts would now be 
required to offer English language 
development services for all LEP 
students in Grades K- 12 who were not 
provided bilingual education, no state 
funds were made available for the 
program. 

Finally, the plan allowed a district to 
classify a student as non-LEP when 
the student scored as low as the 23rd 
percentile on the reading and language 
arts sections of TEA-approved 
achievement tests, a controversial 
provision that sharply reduced the 
level of proficiency previously 
required for reclassification. In a 
memorandum to school districts two 
years earlier, TEA had required 
minimum scores at or above the 40th 
percentile for transfer from a bilingual 
program, explaining that “a child 
whose primary language is other than 
English should be able to demonstrate 
English proficiency to an extent that 
his integration into and participation 
in the regular school program will in 
no way be jeopardized by a deficiency 
in English language skills” ( United 
States v. State of Texas, 1981/1982). 
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The new Texas State Plan for Bilin- 
gual Education had been in effect less 
than a year when hearings began 
December 3, 1979, in the bilingual 
education suit brought by MALDEF 
under United States v. State of Texas 
(1981/1982). During eight days of 
trial, the court received numerous 
documents and heard extensive 
testimony regarding the historical 
treatment of Mexican Americans in 
Texas schools and the adequacy of the 
state’s response to the educational 
needs of LEP children. Although the 
importance of special language 
services in helping LEP students 
participate successfully in school was 
not questioned by either side in the 
case, there was considerable dispute 
over how the statewide program was 
being implemented. Judge Justice 
ordered the parties to submit their final 
briefs to the court by April 1, 1980. 

When the Texas Legislature convened 
in January 1981, proponents of 
bilingual education held little hope of 
gathering enough support to pass 
enhanced legislation (San Miguel, Jr., 
1987). Bills proposing to extend 
mandatory bilingual coverage to 
additional grades had failed during 
both the 1977 and 1979 sessions. In 
addition, several national reports had 
recently been published, including an 
evaluation of Title VII projects by the 
U.S. Office of Education, that raised 
doubts about the efficacy of bilingual 
education for increasing school 
achievement. Just two weeks into the 
session, however, news of a decision 
in the United States v. State of Texas 
case quickly transformed the political 
debate. 

On January 9, Judge Justice issued a 
67-page memorandum opinion, 
declaring that the state’s educational 
program for LEP students, “while an 
improvement over past practices, is 
wholly inadequate” ( United States v. 
State of Texas, 1981/1982). The judge 
found that, through a history of 
“pervasive, invidious discrimination” 



against Mexican Americans, the state 
had violated the equal protection 
clause of the Fourteenth Amendment 
to the U.S. Constitution. Moreover, 
the state’s failure to take appropriate 
remedial measures constituted a 
violation of the Equal Educational 
Opportunity Act of 1974. The court 
went on to enumerate the “myriad 
deficiencies of the [state’s] existing 
educational program” in areas such as 
program coverage, LEP identification 
procedures, entrance and exit criteria, 
and monitoring and enforcement. 

Based on these findings, Judge Justice 
concluded that an immediate and 
comprehensive plan of relief was 
necessary “to eliminate the discrimi- 
natory effects of the past and to assure 
future compliance with the laws of the 
land.” The parties were ordered to 
submit a joint plan by March 2, 1981, 
or, if they were unable to reach 
agreement, to submit separate propos- 
als by March 9. As outlined in the 
court decree, certain elements would 
have to be included in a suitable plan 
of relief. The plan had to require, first 
and foremost, that bilingual instruction 
be made available to all Mexican 
American LEP students in Texas for 
“as long as necessary to fulfill their 
educational potential.” To ensure 
adequate staffing, TEA would have to 
implement aggressive strategies for 
recruiting and training bilingual 
teachers. A home language survey had 
to be administered to every incoming 
student, not just Spanish-sumamed 
children, and English proficiency 
would be determined using teacher 
observations, as well as achievement 
test results. 

To measure their progress, students 
enrolled in bilingual programs had to 
be evaluated at the end of each year. 
Program exit criteria would have to 
include the student’s English language 
test scores, oral proficiency in English, 
mastery of specific language skills, 
teachers’ judgments, and parental 
opinions. As part of the plan, TEA 



would have to visit each school 
district in the state at least once every 
three years to monitor compliance 
with state regulations. Districts 
consistently found to be out of com- 
pliance with state law would face 
“severe sanctions, including loss of 
accreditation and funding.” 

Unable to negotiate a mutually 
acceptable plan of relief, the parties to 
the suit eventually submitted separate 
proposals. Judge Justice, maintaining 
the state had used its plan merely to 
reassert its support of current bilingual 
policies, entered a remedial order on 
April 17 (Leo, 1985). The order 
closely followed the plan laid out in 
the judge’s memorandum opinion, but 
added several important provisions. 
School districts were required to 
establish language proficiency assess- 
ment committees to review LEP 
student placement, and parental 
advisory committees to monitor 
compliance with the court’s order. In 
addition, TEA was to request that 
districts offer six-week summer 
school sessions for LEP students. 

About the same time Judge Justice 
issued his remedial order, the Texas 
Legislature received a special task 
force report on bilingual education 
(Task Force on Bilingual Education, 
1981). The 15-member group, during 
a month-long evaluation, had identi- 
fied flaws in the state’s existing 
program and agreed on a number of 
recommended changes. However, the 
group had struggled to reach a consen- 
sus on the best methodology for 
teaching LEP students at the second- 
ary level. While seven members of the 
group felt bilingual instruction was 
essential in all grades through high 
school, seven others believed the 
program should not be extended past 
the elementary grades (San Miguel, 

Jr., 1987). The chair of the task force 
eventually broke the tie, and the group 
went on record supporting mandatory 
bilingual education only through 
Grade 6. 
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Encouraged by events in the Eastern 
Division Court, Senator Carlos Truan, 
meanwhile, had introduced SB All in 
February. The proposal reflected the 
ambitious guidelines presented in 
Judge Justice’s memorandum opinion 
of January 9 (House Study Group, 
1981). At hearings held by the Senate 
Education Committee in March, 
legislators took issue with numerous 
aspects of the bill, including the scope 
of the proposed program and the costs 
associated with it (San Miguel, Jr., 
1987). The senators voted to send SB 
All to subcommittee for further study. 

A month later, when the task force 
issued its report on bilingual educa- 
tion, Senator Truan made the decision 
to amend SB 477. The compromise 
legislation, he hoped, would win 
support by incorporating many of the 
report’s recommendations, including 
the limitations on mandatory bilingual 
instruction (San Miguel, Jr., 1987). 
Despite continued opposition that 
forced a series of last-minute changes 
to the measure, SB 477 was finally 
passed on June 1, 1981 (Act approved 
June 12, 1981). The bill required 
school districts to offer bilingual 
instruction through the elementary 
grades (at least through Grade 5), but 
retained the provision in earlier law 
restricting the mandate to districts with 
20 or more LEP students with the 
same language classification in the 
same grade. In Grades 7 and 8, school 
districts had to offer bilingual educa- 
tion, English as a second language 
(ESL), or “other transitional language 
instruction” approved by TEA. 
Students in Grades 9-12 were to 
receive ESL services. In addition, 
school districts were encouraged to 
establish preschool, summer school, 
and extended day or week programs 
for LEP students. Instruction in all 
special language classes was to 
consider the students’ cultural back- 
ground and learning experiences. 

For the first time, the commissioner of 
education was authorized to grant 

/ Research Report 



exceptions to the mandatory program 
of bilingual instruction in the elemen- 
tary grades. A school district request- 
ing a one-year exception had to 
provide detailed evidence of a short- 
age of bilingual education teachers in 
the district and present a plan to 
increase staffing to appropriate levels. 
During the exception period, the 
district would have to use “alternative 
methods” approved by the commis- 
sioner to meet the needs of its LEP 
students. The SBOE in the meantime 
was required to develop a comprehen- 
sive plan to meet the teacher supply 
needs created by the law and submit it 
to the legislature by January of 1983. 

Borrowing from Judge Justice’s 
remedial order, the bill required 
districts to establish language profi- 
ciency assessment committees 
(LPACs) to implement SBOE-adopted 
standards for identifying, assessing, 
and classifying LEP students. It 
included program exit criteria similar 
to those stipulated in the order, while 
specifying that a LEP student had to 
score at or above the 40th percentile 
on the reading and language arts 
sections of a TEA-approved achieve- 
ment test before being reclassified. 
Moreover, SB All directed TEA to 
monitor local compliance by visiting 
each school district at least once every 
three years. 

The legislature appropriated approxi- 
mately $18 million to fund the bilin- 
gual education program for the 
biennium (House Study Group, 1981). 
Under the bill, school districts would 
receive a special allowance of $50 for 
each LEP student enrolled in a bilin- 
gual program; Districts would also for 
the first time receive funding for LEP 
students in ESL or special language 
classes in the amount of $12.50 per 
student. These allotments could be 
used for program and pupil evaluation, 
instructional materials, staff develop- 
ment, and supplemental staff ex- 
penses. 



While the SBOE prepared to change 
its rules to implement the new law, 
legal action continued in the Eastern 
District Court (Leo, 1985). Judge 
Justice’ s remedial order instructing 
TEA to phase in mandatory bilingual 
education in Grades K-12 beginning 
with the 1981-82 school year was still 
in effect. In July, the state appealed 
the case to the Fifth U.S. Circuit Court 
of Appeals, which stayed the judge’ s 
order just as schools were set to open. 
Criticizing Judge Justice for relying 
on questionable evidence, the court 
overturned the case on July 12 the 
following year {United States v. State 
of Texas, 1981/1982). The three-judge 
appeals panel declared that the 
“fundamentally flawed” facts behind 
Justice’s ruling “form a slender basis 
indeed for the sweeping statewide 
order imposed by the trial court.” 

Adopted on an emergency basis in 
July 1981, the SBOE rules on bilin- 
gual education contained two provi- 
sions that caused Senator Carlos 
Truan to accuse the SBOE of “sub- 
verting legislative intent” (House 
Study Group, 1981, p. 21; SBOE, 
1981a). First, the rules continued to 
allow school districts under certain 
circumstances to consider reclassify- 
ing a LEP student who scored as low 
as the 23rd percentile on the reading 
and language arts sections of an 
achievement test. Originally intro- 
duced in the SBOE’s 1978 Texas 
State Plan for Bilingual Education, the 
provision had been denounced for 
keeping many LEP students from 
needed services. Senate Bill 477 
appeared to clarify the question of 
proficiency by specifying among the 
program exit criteria achievement test 
scores at or above the 40th percentile. 

The eligibility criteria for students in 
kindergarten and first grade were a 
second source of concern (House 
Study Group, 1981). Under SBOE 
rules, students in Grades K-l could be 
classified as LEP or non-LEP based 
exclusively on a test of oral English 
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The makeup of the LEP population in Texas public 
schools in 1996-97 varies by region. The border regions 
of Edinburg (Region 1) and El Paso (Region 19) have the 
highest concentrations of LEP students; in 1996-97 over 
one-third of their students were identified as having 
limited English proficiency. However, with over 125,000 
LEP students, it was the Houston region (Region 4) that 
had the largest number of LEP students. At the other end 
of the spectrum are the Beaumont (Region 5), Mt. Pleas- 
ant (Region 8), Wichita Falls (Region 9) and Abilene 
(Region 14) regions, where LEP students number fewer 
than 3,000 and represent only 3 percent of the students 
enrolled in 1996-97. 

Spanish is the native language of 9 1 percent of LE P 
students statewide, and is the native language of over 80 
percent of students in all regions except Beaumont. Only 
66 percent of the LEP students in the Beaumont region 
speak Spanish while 27 percent speak Asian languages. 



Asian students represent 3 percent of LEP students 
statewide. It is the Houston, Richardson (Region 10), and 
Fort Worth (Region 11) regions that have the largest 
numbers of Asian students; 79 percent of all Asian LE P 
students attend school in those three regions. 

The type of special language services LEP students 
receive vary based on number of LEP students in the area 
with the same language, grade-level of students, and 
availability of teachers. At least half of the LEP students 
in the Edinburg, Austin (Region 13), San Angelo 
(Region 15), Midland (Region 18), El Paso, and San 
Antonio (Region 20) regions were in bilingual education 
programs in 1996-97, while three-fourths of the LEP 
students in the Mt. Pleasant and Abilene regions are in 
ESL programs. The El Paso region has the largest per- 
centage of LEP students not in any type of special lan- 
guage program. 



LEP as % of 
Enrollment 

□ 5% and Under 

PI 6% - 10% 

Over 30% 




Test administration practices for LEP students also vary 
by region. In 1996-97 about half (51%) of LEP students 
in grades at which the TAAS is administered took the 

reading test in English and 16 percent 
took the reading test in Spanish. The 
remaining LEP students were exempted 
from the TAAS by the LPAC (22%) or 
ARD (7%), or were not tested for some 
other reason such as absence (4%). 
Students exempted from the TAAS are 
administered a locally selected alterna- 
tive assessment. 

Currently only non-special education 
English TAAS results for students 
enrolled in the district by October are 
included in the TAAS performance 
indicator used to accredit districts and 
rate campuses. Statewide 13 percent of 
LEP students were identified as special 
education in 1996-97; however, this 
varied from a low of 6 percent in the 
Beaumont region to a high of 27 
percent in the Corpus Christi 
(Region 2) region. 
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Administration of the TAAS 1996-97 Reading Test 
to LEP Students 
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Source: TEA PEIMS 1996-97; TAAS 1996-97 Spring, Year-round, and Spanish Tests 
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1996-97 LEP Student Enrollment 



ESC Region 


Number of 
Districts 


Number of 
Students 


LEP 
as % of 
Enrollment 


Spanish 
as % of 
LEP 


Asian 
as % of 
LEP 


Other 
Language 
as % of 
LEP 


Bilingual 

as % of 
LEP 


ESL 
as % of 
LEP 


No 

Program as 
% of LEP 


1 Edinburg 


38 


281,570 


41% 


99% 


0% 


1% 


63% 


28% 


9% 


2 Corpus Christi 


42 


1 1 2,47 1 


6% 


90% 


2% 


8% 


41% 


36% 


23% 


3 Victoria 


40 


57,659 


4% 


92% 


6% 


2% 


26% 


56% 


18% 


4 Houston 


55 


809,479 


16% 


89% 


6% 


5% 


48% 


40% 


12% 


5 Beaumont 


29 


87,556 


3% 


66% 


27% 


7% 


31% 


65% 


4% 


6 Huntsville 


56 


125,082 


5% 


89% 


3% 


8% 


38% 


49% 


13% 


7 Kilgore 


96 


157,626 


5% 


91% 


2% 


7% 


39% 


50% 


11%. 


8 Mt. Pleasant 


48 


55,412 


3% 


94% 


0% 


6% 


22% 


75% 


3% 


9 Wichita Falls 


40 


42,604 


3% 


82% 


9% 


9% 


18% 


63% 


19% 


10 Richardson 


81 


532,328 


14% 


82% 


5% 


13% 


37% 


56% 


7% 


11 Fort Worth 


77 


369,084 


8% 


85% 


9% 


6% 


33% 


63% 


4% 


12 Waco 


78 


131,977 


4% 


85% 


4% 


11% 


20% 


54% 


26% 


13 Austin 


56 


240,431 


8% 


86% 


5% 


9% 


50% 


33% 


17% 


14 Abilene 


43 


50,792 


3% 


86% 


2% 


12% 


12% 


76% 


12% 


15 San Angelo 


43 


52,679 


7% 


98% 


0% 


2% 


53% 


39% 


8% 


16 Amarillo 


65 


80,969 


8% 


92% 


5% 


3% 


25% 


58% 


17% 


17 Lubbock 


60 


83,790 


6% 


92% 


1% 


7% 


25% 


51% 


24% 


18 Midland 


33 


84,451 


13% 


98% 


0% 


2% 


52% 


25% 


23% 


19 El Paso 


12 


152,540 


34% 


97% 


0% 


3% 


58% 


14% 


28% 


20 San Antonio 


51 


315.476 


1 1% 


95% 


1% 


4% 


58% 


24% 


18% 



Source: TEA PEIMS 1996-97 
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proficiency; reading and writing 
proficiency were not considered. 
Despite “more than 300 letters and 
telegrams’’ of protest, these provisions 
were left unchanged when the SBOE 
finally adopted the rules in November 
(House Study Group, 1981, p. 22; 
SBOE, 1981b). 

With new bilingual education policies 
in place, TEA met with the Office for 
Civil Rights to renew collaboration in 
the “voluntary enforcement of civil 
rights laws” (Office for Civil Rights, 
1982). Two days of discussion in 
March 1982 led to a memorandum of 
understanding between the agencies. 
Under the agreement, school districts 
determined by TEA to be in compli- 
ance with SB 477 and the new SBOE 
rules would, in effect, also be in 
compliance with federal requirements 
under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act 
of 1964. 

During a special session in the sum- 
mer of 1984, the Texas Legislature 
passed sweeping education reforms in 
HB 72, the Education Reform Act, 
that included two new initiatives for 
young children with language difficul- 
ties. A prekindergarten program was 
established for four-year-olds who 
have limited English proficiency or 
come from low-income families. In 
addition, the bill directed school 
districts to offer eight-week summer 
programs for LEP children ages four 
through six who would be eligible to 
enter kindergarten or first grade the 
following year. House Bill 72 also 
dramatically altered state funding for 
bilingual education. The previous per- 
pupil allowance was replaced with a 
weighted pupil formula that allocated 
the adjusted basic allotment multiplied 
by 0. 1 for every student in a special 
language program. As a result, state 
funding for bilingual programs would 
increase from $7 million in 1983-84 to 
$37 million in 1986-87 (TEA, 1987). 

Over the next decade, the legislature 
and SBOE supplemented bilingual 



education policy with initiatives in 
areas such as assessment and the 
curriculum. Following a pilot study in 
spring 1986, the SBOE began devel- 
oping Spanish-language versions of 
the statewide testing instrument 
known as the Texas Educational 
Assessment of Minimum Skills 
(TEAMS) to help measure the 
progress of LEP students (SBOE, 
1986a; TEA, 1987). The SBOE at the 
same time adopted rules that allowed 
school districts under certain circum- 
stances to consider exempting LEP 
students from TEAMS (SBOE, 

1986b). 

In 1 989, the legislature required TEA 
to establish and evaluate pilot 
prekindergarten programs for three- 
year-old children (Act approved June 
16, 1989, ch. 813; Act approved June 
16, 1989, ch. 1 179). The SBOE 
adopted new curriculum essential 
elements for bilingual education and 
ESL in 1991 and continued to develop 
alternative teacher certification 
programs to help offset bilingual 
teacher shortages (SBOE, 1991a; 
SBOE, 1991b; SBOE, 1991c; SBOE, 
199 Id; SBOE, 1991e). Finally, in 
1 994, the SBOE approved a plan to 
develop Spanish-language versions of 
the Texas Assessment of Academic 
Skills (TAAS), which had replaced 
TEAMS during the 1990-91 school 
year (SBOE, 1994). 

Current Texas Policy 

Today in Texas, districts are required 
to offer bilingual education programs 
in the elementary grades if 20 or more 
students with the same language are 
enrolled in the same grade. English as 
a second language programs are 
offered for LEP students in the 
secondary grades, and at the elemen- 
tary level when there are too few 
students with the same language 
enrolled at the same grade level to 
offer a bilingual program. 
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In July 1997 the SBOE adopted new 
Texas essential knowledges and skills 
(TEKS) for Spanish Language Arts, 
which are to be used in bilingual 
Spanish instruction, and for ESL (19 
TAC Chapter 128), replacing essential 
elements of the state mandated 
curriculum that had been in place 
since 1986. The TEKS are more 
detailed and more rigorous than the 
essential elements they are replacing, 
and establish learning standards or 
expectations for students rather than 
material to be presented (TEA, 

1997g). 

Districts that are unable to provide 
required bilingual education programs 
because there are not sufficient 
numbers of teachers at the school 
fluent in the native languages of the 
students must apply to the commis- 
sioner for an exception to the pro- 
gram. In this situation, certified 
personnel are assigned to the lowest 
grade levels first, beginning with 
prekindergarten. Districts that do not 
have a sufficient number of certified 
teachers to provide required ESL 
programs must apply to the commis- 
sioner for a waiver of certification 
requirements for the teachers who will 
provide ESL services to LEP students. 

Currently, a LEP student in Grades 
3-8 may be ( 1 ) exempted from the 
TAAS and administered an alternative 
assessment, (2) administered the 
Spanish version of the TAAS (avail- 
able for Grades 3-6), or (3) adminis- 
tered the English TAAS. No combi- 
nation of options one and two may be 
used for more than three administra- 
tions of the TAAS. After that time, 
the student must be administered the 
English version of the test. State 
Board of Education rules allow one 
postponement of the exit-level test for 
recent immigrants (students who have 
entered the country within 12 months 
of the date the test is administered). 

The local language proficiency 
assessment committee (LPAC) has 
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primary responsibility for determining 
the eligibility of LEP students to 
participate in the statewide assess- 
ment program and for identifying the 
appropriate alternative assessment for 
students exempted from the TAAS. 
Alternative assessments must be 
selected from a list of commercial 
instruments approved by TEA. The 
Texas Education Agency receives 
aggregate information concerning the 
number of students in each grade who 
are administered each alternative 
assessment and the number demon- 
strating improvement in reading, 
writing, and mathematics. This 
information is not published because 
there is not a consistent basis on 
which to compare results of the 
different tests. 

Test results for LEP students who are 
enrolled in the district by the end of 
October and take the English TAAS 
are included in the state accountability 
rating system. Results for LEP 
students are included in the base 
TAAS indicator used to determine 
district accreditation status and 
campus performance ratings. The 
TAAS performance indicator - the 
percentage of students passing each 
test (reading, writing, and mathemat- 
ics) summed across grades - is 
evaluated for individual student 
groups (African American, Hispanic, 
White, and economically disadvan- 
taged), as well as for all students 
tested. The English TAAS results are 
not disaggregated based on native 
language or level of English profi- 
ciency. 

Spanish versions of the TAAS 
reading, mathematics, and writing 
tests have been developed for Grades 
3-6. Beginning in 1996-97, Spanish 
TAAS results are reported on the 
Academic Excellence Indicators 
System (AEIS) reports. Decisions 
regarding use of the Spanish TAAS in 
the state accountability rating system 
have not been finalized. The commis- 
sioner has proposed that Spanish 
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TAAS results be included in the 
accountability rating system and is 
currently seeking input from educators 
regarding when to make this change. 
He has also initiated development of a 
standardized reading proficiency test 
in English (RPTE) that would be 
administered to all LEP students who 
do not take the English TAAS to 
measure their progress toward achiev- 
ing English proficiency. 

1992-93 Grade 1 Students 

Student Characteristics 

There were 275,142 students enrolled 
in Grade 1 for the first time in Texas 
public schools in 1992-93. (An 
additional 24,929 students were 
repeating first grade that year.) The 
beginning first graders in 1992-93 
were 48 percent white, 35 percent 
Hispanic, 14 percent African Ameri- 
can, and 2 percent Asian. About 94 
percent were six years old on Septem- 
ber 1, 1992; most of the remaining 
students were seven years old. Many 
(83%) attended kindergarten the prior 
year, and 23 percent attended 
prekindergarten programs two years 
earlier. About half of the first grade 
students (51%) were economically 
disadvantaged and 29 percent were 
identified as being at risk of school 
failure or dropping out. Students were 
identified as being at risk in Grade 1 if 
they did not perform satisfactorily on 
a beginning-of-school-year readiness 
or achievement test, had limited 
English proficiency, had been a victim 
of abuse, or engaged in delinquent 
conduct (TEA, 1992). 

There were 50,352 students, or 18 
percent of the 1992-93 beginning first 
graders, who had limited English 
proficiency. Spanish was the native 
language of 87 percent of the LEP 
students. In fact, almost half (48%) 
of the Hispanic beginning first graders 
had limited English proficiency. 

Four percent of the LEP students 
spoke Asian languages (Vietnamese, 




Laotian, Cambodian, Chinese, Ko- 
rean, or Japanese), representing half 
(50%) of all Asian first graders. 
English was spoken in the homes of 7 
percent of the LEP students. Most 
(90%) of the LEP students from 
English-speaking homes were His- 
panic. 

Among the 50,352 first graders 
considered to have limited English 
proficiency in this study were 3,034 
students who were not identified in 
1992-93 as having limited English 
proficiency. About one-fourth (26%) 
of these 3,034 students had been 
identified as having limited English 
proficiency in kindergarten the prior 
year; all were identified in later 
grades. Most (91 %) of the LEP 
students not identified in Grade 1 
were Hispanic, but almost two-thirds 
(65%) came from homes where 
English was spoken. 

As Table 1 on Page 14 shows, the 
LEP students differed in a number of 
ways from students who did not have 
limited English proficiency. As 
would be expected, most were ethnic 
minorities, with Hispanic (93%) and 
Asian (5%) students making up the 
largest groups. A much higher 
percentage, 87 percent compared to 
43 percent of non-LEP students, were 
economically disadvantaged. Limited 
English proficiency was one of the 
criteria for identifying elementary 
students as being at risk (TEC 
§29.081, 1996), and 94 percent of the 
LEP students were identified as being 
at risk of school failure or dropping 
out. 

The LEP students started first grade at 
about the same age as their non-LEP 
classmates. Students with limited 
English proficiency and non-LEP 
students also attended public school 
kindergarten the prior year at about 
the same rate. However, a much 
larger percentage (45%) of LEP 
students attended public school 
prekindergarten programs two years 



Page 13 



Table 1 

Profile of 1992-93 Beginning First Graders 





All Grade 1 


Not LEP 


LEP* 


Gender: 








Male 


51% 


51% 


52% 


Female 


49% 


49% 


48% 


Race/Ethnicity:** 








African American 


14% 


17% 


0% 


Asian 


2% 


1% 


5% 


Hispanic 


35% 


22% 


93% 


White 


48% 


59% 


2% 


Other 


0% 


0% 


0% 


Age September 1, 1992:** 








Under 6 


0% 


0% 


0% 


6 years old 


94% 


94% 


94% 


7 years old 


5% 


5% 


6% 


Over 7 


0% 


0% 


0% 


Home Language:** 








Spanish 






87% 


Asian 






4% 


English 






7% 


Other 






3% 


Economically Disadvantaged 


51% 


43% 


87% 


At Risk 


29% 


14% 


94% 


LEP * 


18% 


0% 


100% 


Bilingual Education 






67% 


ESL 






18% 


Special Education 


7% 


8% 


4% 


Gifted 


4% 


4% 


2% 


Migrant 


1% 


0% 


3% 


Immigrant 


2% 


0% 


9% 


Kindergarten in 1991-92 


83% 


84% 


82% 


Prekindergarten in 1990-91 


23% 


18% 


45% 


Total Students 


275,142 


224,790 


50,352 



Source: TEA PEIMS 1990-91-1996-97 
* Includes students not identified as LEP until later years. 
** Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding. 



Students with limited English proficiency beginning Grade 1 in 
1992-93 differed from their non-LEP classmates on a number of 
characteristics. 



earlier, which districts are required to 
offer for economically disadvantaged 
and LEP students. 

Fewer LEP students were receiving 
special education services — 4 percent 
compared to 8 percent of the non-LEP 
students. Only 2 percent of LEP 
students were served in programs for 
gifted and talented students, compared 
to 4 percent of non-LEP students. 



Understandably, LEP students were 
more likely to be identified as recent 
immigrants; they were also more 
likely to be from migrant families. 

Campus/District Characteristics 

There were 3,268 campuses with 
students beginning Grade 1 in 1992- 
93; LEP enrollment ranged from no 
Grade 1 LEP students on 788 cam- 
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puses to 100 percent of Grade 1 
students on 10 campuses. Campuses 
located in major urban school districts, 
the state’s largest metropolitan dis- 
tricts serving the Houston, Dallas, San 
Antonio, Fort Worth, and El Paso 
areas, had first grade classes with the 
highest average percentage of LEP 
students — 28 percent of their Grade 1 
students had limited English profi- 
ciency. Districts located in other 
central cities and their suburbs also 
had first grade classes that were, on 
average, over 20 percent limited 
English proficient. The lowest per- 
centages were in rural districts, where 
an average of 8 percent of the begin- 
ning Grade 1 students in 1 992-93 had 
limited English proficiency. 

Districts and campuses with high 
percentages of economically disadvan- 
taged students also had higher percent- 
ages of LEP students among their first 
graders. In their 1995 study of LEP 
students, Moss and Puma identified a 
poverty factor related to the perfor- 
mance of students in schools with high 
concentrations of economically 
disadvantaged students. This relation- 
ship is explored further in this study. 

Larger percentages of LEP students 
were also found on large campuses, 
compared to smaller campuses. On 
elementary campuses with 800 or 
more students, an average of 26 
percent of the Grade 1 students had 
limited English proficiency in 1992- 
93, compared to 9 percent on cam- 
puses with fewer than 200 students. 
This is due in part to the fact that more 
LEP students live in large urban 
districts where elementary campuses 
tend to be larger. 

Students with limited English profi- 
ciency are not distributed uniformly 
across the state. In the border regions 
of Edinburg (Region 1) and El Paso 
(Region 19), the first grade classes 
consisted of 65 and 47 percent LEP 
students, respectively. By compari- 
son, as Figure 1 shows, LEP students 
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made up less than 5 percent of the 
first grade classes in the Beaumont 
(Region 5), Kilgore (Region 7), Mt. 
Pleasant (Region 8), and Wichita 
Falls (Region 9) regions. Twenty 
percent of the first grade students in 
the Houston region (Region 4) had 
limited English proficiency in 1992- 
93; however, this accounted for 24 
percent of the Grade 1 LEP students 
in the state. Over three-fourths (78%) 
of the Grade 1 LEP students lived in 
five regions: Edinburg, Houston, 
Richardson (Region 10), El Paso, and 
San Antonio (Region 20). 

One school of research on the effec- 
tiveness of bilingual education and 
ESL programs emphasizes the study 
of program effectiveness within the 
broader context of school effective- 
ness (Carter & Chatfield, 1986; 

August & Hakuta, 1997). School- 
wide performance on the TAAS is 
one measure of the effectiveness of 
Texas public schools. Schools with 
low overall TAAS performance have 
larger percentages of LEP students 
than schools with high overall TAAS 
performance. This pattern is also 
evident at the district level. This 
means bilingual education and ESL 
programs are more likely to be found 
in districts and schools with low 
TAAS performance. This relationship 
also is explored further in this study. 

Five Years Later 

Student Characteristics 

Of the 275,142 students in the 1992- 
93 first grade class, 237,070 or 86 
percent were still enrolled in Texas 
public schools in 1996-97. The 
remaining 14 percent, or 38,072 
students, had withdrawn from the 
Texas public school system and not 
returned by 1996-97. Of the 50,352 
LEP students from the 1 992-93 first 
grade class, 44,073 or 88 percent were 
still enrolled in Texas public schools 
in 1996-97; half (50%) of those 



remaining were receiving special 
language services in 1996-97. 

The percentage of students identified 
as being at risk of school failure or 
dropping out had increased from 29 
percent in 1 992-93 to 36 percent in 
1996-97 for the 1992-93 first grade 
class as a whole. However, that 
number decreased from 94 percent to 
67 percent for LEP students. If having 
limited English proficiency was the 
only reason a student was identified as 
being at risk, the at-risk designation 



would have been dropped when the 
student was no longer considered to 
have limited English proficiency. 

The percentage of students identified 
as gifted and talented increased for 
both the first grade class as a whole 
(from 4% to 11%) and for the LEP 
students in that class (from 2% to 6%). 
Growth in students identified as gifted 
and talented is due primarily to 
increased identification of students in 
the later elementary grades. However, 
programs for gifted and talented 



Figure 1 

Geographic Distribution of Grade 1 LEP Students in 1992-93 



Over 4,000 Grade 1 
LEP Students in 1992-93 
in ESC Region 




Education Service Center Regions 



LEP % of Grade 1 

Students Enrollment 


LEP % of Grade 1 

Students Enrollment 


1 


Edinburg 


12,126 


65% 


11 


Fort Worth 


2,475 


9% 


2 


Corpus Christi 


942 


12% 


12 


Waco 


520 


5% 


3 


Victoria 


305 


7% 


13 


Austin 


1,721 


10% 


4 


Houston 


11,823 


20% 


14 


Abilene 


195 


6% 


5 


Beaumont . 


192 


3% 


15 


San Angelo 


581 


15% 


6 


Huntsville 


532 


6% 


16 


Amarillo 


674 


12% 


7 


Kilgore 


523 


5% 


17 


Lubbock 


686 


11% 


8 


Mt. Pleasant 


144 


4% 


18 


Midland 


1,276 


20% 


9 


Wichita Falls 


92 


3% 


19 


El Paso 


5,223 


47% 


10 


Richardson 


6,272 


16% 


20 


San Antonio 


4,050 


18% 



Source: TEA PEIMS 1992-93-1996-97 

Large numbers of LEP students live in major urban areas throughout the state 
as well as in the border regions. 



O :y Research Report 

ERIC 



BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



19 



Page 15 



students also expanded during that 
period from representing 7 percent of 
students statewide in 1992-93 to 8 
percent in 1996-97. 

Special Language Programs 

Most of the LEP students who began 
Grade 1 in 1992-93 received special 
language services at some time during 
the next five years. In Texas, commis- 
sioner of education rules define two 
types of special language programs — 
bilingual education and English as a 
second language. Bilingual education 
programs are designed to ensure that 
students master the content of the 
essential knowledge and skills of the 
state-mandated curriculum in their 
first language, and in English as their 
skills progress, while learning En- 
glish. Students receive content area 
instruction in both languages. English 
as a second language programs are 
defined as intensive programs of 
instruction designed to develop 
student proficiency in English and in 
content areas using second language 
methodologies. Students in ESL 
programs receive all instruction in 
English (19 TAC §89.1210). 

However, within these broad defini- 
tions there is wide variation in pro- 
gram characteristics and goals. 

August and Hakuta (1997) define 
seven types of bilingual education and 
ESL programs. Students in English as 
a second language programs receive 
instruction in English-language skills, 
focusing on grammar, vocabulary, and 
communication, rather than academic 
content areas. In content-based ESL 
programs, instruction is structured 
around academic content rather than 
generic English language skills. 

Students in sheltered instruction 
arrangements receive subject matter 
instruction in English, modified based 
on their level of English proficiency. 
Structured immersion is an approach 
similar to sheltered instruction used 
with groups of students with different 



native languages. Although the 
English instruction is modified based 
on level of English proficiency, there 
is no native-language support. 

In transitional bilingual education 
programs, students receive some 
instruction in their native language; 
however, the goal of the program is to 
transition to English as quickly as 
possible. In maintenance bilingual 
education programs, on the other 
hand, the goal is not only to develop 
English proficiency, but also to 
develop academic proficiency in the 
native language. Therefore, students 
receive significant amounts of instruc- 
tion in their native language. Two- 
way bilingual programs include both 
native speakers of English and stu- 
dents with limited English profi- 
ciency. The goal of these programs is 
to develop proficiency in both lan- 
guages for both groups of students. 

Different approaches are often com- 
bined at the school level in an effort to 
match student needs with available 
teachers. In Texas, districts report 



student special language program 
assignments to TEA as either bilingual 
education or ESL, based on the 
definitions in commissioner of educa- 
tion rules. Undoubtedly, both labels 
cover programs with a variety of 
instructional approaches and program 
goals. 

Patterns of special language program 
participation from 1992-93 through 
1 996-97 varied for the LEP students in 
the study. Due to the large number of 
different program participation 
patterns, the LEP students in the study 
were placed in one of six groups 
shown in Table 2. The groups are 
based on the type of special language 
services (bilingual education or ESL) 
students received over the five years 
from 1992-93 to 1996-97 and whether 
they received services continuously 
beginning in Grade 1. 

The most common pattern, represent- 
ing 22,760 students or 52 percent of 
the LEP students who were still 
enrolled in 1996-97, was for students 
to be enrolled in bilingual education 



Table 2 

Years of Special Language Services 1992-93 to 1996-97 
for LEP Students Entering Grade 1 in 1992-93 




LEP 


0-3 


4-5 




Students 


Years 


Years 


Bilingual Education 


22,760 


33% 


67% 


ESL 


6,191 


53% 


47% 


Bilingual to ESL 


3,688 


11% 


89% 


Combination Bilingual and ESL 


1,342 


14% 


86% 


Non-consecutive Services 


6,503 


58% 


42% 


No Services 


3,589 


100% 


0% 


TOTAL 


44,073 


43% 


57% 



Source: TEA PEIMS 1992-93-1996-97 



Students entering Grade 1 in 1992-93 were placed in one of 
six groups based on (1) the type of special language services 
(bilingual education or ESL ) they received for the next 5 years and 
(2) whether they received successive years of services beginning 
in Grade 1 before exiting to the regular classroom. The most 
common 5 year pattern of services was for students to be in bilingual 
education progams beginning in Grade 1 until they exited to the 
regular classroom. 
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programs for one to five years begin- 
ning in 1992-93. One-fourth (26%) of 
the LEP students in the study who 
were still enrolled in 1996-97 had 
been in bilingual education programs 
for all five years from 1992-93 to 
1996-97. Fourteen percent of the LEP 
students were enrolled in ESL pro- 
grams for one to five years beginning 
in 1992-93; 5 percent had been in ESL 
programs for all five years from 1992- 
93 to 1996-97. 

It was not uncommon for students to 
be moved from bilingual education to 
ESL programs at some time during the 
five years. Over 8 percent of students 
were moved from bilingual education 
programs to ESL programs after one 
or more years and either remained in 
the ESL programs through 1 996-97 or 
exited to the regular classroom from 
the ESL program before 1996-97. 
Commissioner of education rules 
direct districts that are not able to 
provide bilingual education programs 
at all grade levels as required to assign 
certified bilingual education teachers 
to the lowest grade levels first begin- 
ning with prekindergarten (19 TAC 
§89.1205). This practice can result in 
students moving from bilingual 
education programs in the early 
elementary grades to ESL programs in 
later grades. Program changes may 
also be associated with student mobil- 
ity, which is discussed in the next 
section. Another 3 percent of LEP 
students in the study received from 
two to five consecutive years of 
special language services beginning in 
1992-93, in some other combination of 
bilingual education and ESL pro- 
grams. 

Fifteen percent were enrolled in 
special language programs at some 
time during the five years but did not 
receive services for successive years 
beginning in Grade 1. This group 
includes students who did not receive 
special language services in 1992-93 
but were enrolled in bilingual educa- 
tion or ESL programs in later years. It 



also includes students for whom there 
was a break in special language 
services, including students who left 
the Texas public school system and 
later returned. The remaining 8 
percent of students did not receive 
special language services at any time 
throughout the five years at the request 
of their parents. 

Over 39 percent of the LEP students in 
the study who were still enrolled in 
1996-97 had been in special language 
programs for all five years from 1992- 
93 to 1996-97, and 57 percent had 
been in special language programs at 
least four years. The number of years 
students received special language 
services varied by type of program, as 
shown in Table 2. For example, one- 
third (33%) of students in bilingual 
education programs were in the 
programs for three or fewer years 
before being mainstreamed into the 
regular classroom, compared to half 
(53%) of the students in ESL pro- 
grams. The students receiving the 
most years of special language ser- 
vices were those who moved from 
bilingual education programs to ESL 
programs during the five years, and 
those who were in some other combi- 
nation of bilingual education and ESL 
programs beginning in Grade 1 . 

The types of special language pro- 
grams in which students were served 
varied by native language of the 
students, or the language spoken in the 
home. As Figure 2 on Page 18 shows, 
Spanish-speaking students were more 
likely to be served in bilingual educa- 
tion programs than in either ESL 
programs or combinations of bilingual 
education and ESL programs in 
Grades 1-5. Students speaking Asian 
and other non-English languages were 
served predominantly in ESL pro- 
grams. Students with limited English 
proficiency from homes in which 
English is spoken were more likely to 
have received no special language 
services between 1992-93 and 1996- 
97 or to have had a break in services at 



some time. Districts are required to 
offer bilingual education programs for 
LEP students in elementary grades if 
there are 20 or more students with the 
same language in the same grade. 
Otherwise, they must offer ESL 
programs. The smaller numbers of 
LEP students with languages other 
than Spanish and the difficulty of 
finding teachers who speak the 
languages of the students may explain 
the large percentages of students with 
Asian and other languages in ESL 
programs. 

Special Education 

The percentage of students in the 
study receiving special education 
services increased from 7 percent in 
1992-93 to 15 percent in 1996-97. 

The gap between LEP and non-LEP 
students had narrowed over the five 
years, with 1 3 percent of LEP students 
receiving special education services in 
1996-97 compared to 15 percent of 
non-LEP students. Sixteen percent of 
LEP students received special educa- 
tion services at some time between 
1992-93 and J 996-97, compared to 21 
percent of non-LEP students. As 
Table 3 shows, students who received 



Table 3 

Year First Identified for 
Special Education 
1992-93 Grade 1 Students 

Percent of 
Total Students 





LEP 


Not LEP 


Never 


84% 


79% 


1992-93 


4% 


8% 


1993-94 


3% 


4% 


1994-95 


3% 


3% 


1995-96 


3% 


3% 


1996-97 


3% 


2% 


Total Students 


44,073 


192,997 



Source: TEA PEIMS 1992-93-1996-97 



Non-LEP students tend to be identi- 
fied for special education earlier 
than LEP students. 
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special education services were most 
likely to have been first identified for 
special education in 1992-93, with 
smaller percentages identified in later 
years. This pattern is less distinctive 
for the LEP students in the study. 
Students did not necessarily continue 
receiving services from the time they 
were first identified for special educa- 
tion through Grade 5. 



Studies conducted in other states have 
found that language difficulties are 
sometimes misdiagnosed as learning 
disabilities, resulting in disproportion- 
ate numbers of LEP students being 
assigned to special education pro- 
grams (TEA, 1994). Analysis of five- 
year special education program 
participation patterns for LEP students 
who began first grade in 1992-93 does 



not reveal any pattern of identification 
for special education services in 
relation to participation in, or exit 
from, special language programs. In 
addition, as shown earlier, LEP 
students in the 1992-93 first grade 
class were less likely to have been 
identified as needing special education 
services than their non-LEP class- 
mates. Because the LEP students are 



Figure 2 

Five Year Special Language Program Participation Patterns 
for LEP Students Entering Grade 1 in 1992-93 
by Home Language 



& 



s \ 
✓ / 
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Bilingual Education 
ESL 

Bilingual to ESL 15% 

Combination Bilingual and ESL 
Non-consecutive Services 

No Services 

Asian 



All LEP Students 

8 % 



S panish 





15% 




Other Languages 





Source: TEA PEIMS 1992-93-1996-97 



Over half of Spanish-speaking students were served in bilingual education programs until they exited to the regular 
classroom; students with other languages were more often served in ESL programs. The LEP students from homes 
where English was spoken were enrolled in special language programs at some time during the five years but often 
did not receive services for successive years beginning in Grade 1. 
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identified for special education 
services later than non-LEP students, 
the relationship between participation 
in special language programs and 
identification for special education 
services may be different for older 
students. 

Mobility 

Almost three-fourths (73%) of the 
1992-93 Grade 1 students who were 
still enrolled in 1996-97 had been 
continuously enrolled in the same 
school district for the five years, but 
only 37 percent had remained on the 
same campus. As Figure 3 shows, 35 
percent of the non-LEP students still 
enrolled in 1996-97 had made one 
campus move in the five years. 



For 14 percent, this was a normative 
move. Normative moves are those 
that result from regular student 
■v progress that all students are expected 
46 make, for example, rtioyihg from an 
elernentary school to a middle school 
between fifth and sixth grades. Nor- 
mative moves are prescribed by the 
school system based on the grade 
configurations of the campuses in each 
district. The most common grade 
configurations for Texas elementary 
schools range from the early childhood 
grades through Grade 5 or 6. How- 
Veyer,; there are dso'rnany elementary . 



Non-normative moves are fairly 
consistent over the five years with 16 
to 1 8 percent of students making non- 
normative moves each year. By 1996- 
97, 22 percent of the 1992-93 Grade 1 
students still enrolled in Texas public 
schools had made one non-normative 
move. Twenty-eight percent of the 
students had made two or more 
moves, including both normative and 
non-normative moves. 

The mobility patterns of LEP students ; 
were similar to those of the 1992-93 
first grade class as a whole. Overall, 
LEP students were slightly less mobile 
- 78 percent were continuously 
enrolled in the same district and 40 
percent on the same campus over the 
five years. As Figure 3 shows, the 
same percentage of LEP students 
changed campuses once during the 
five years as non-LEP students; 
however, for the LEP students the 
i.tnoye was more likely a non-norma- 
/ five. move initiated by the family < -v; ’ ’ • ; 



There is a relationship between the 
mobility of LEP students and patterns 
of participation in special language 
programs. Students who received the 
same type of services all five years, 



whether that was bilingual education, 
ESL, or no special language program, 
were more likely to have remained on 
the same campus all five years than 
other LEP students. Students who 
made a non-normative move, and 
those who made two or more moves 
(including both normative and non- 
normative moves) over the five years, 
were more likely to have received a 
mix of services (moving between 
bilingual education and ESL programs 
^-over the five years) or to have had a 
break in services. 

Grade-level Retention 

Grade-level retention, having a 
student repeat a grade he or she was 
unable to successfully complete, has 
traditionally been the chief remedy for 
academic failure and is one indicator 
that a student is not making sufficient 
academic progress. The LEP students 
who entered Grade 1 in 1 992-93 were 
more likely to be retained before ; : 
reaching Grade 5 than their non-LEP 
classmates. However, student demo- 
graphic characteristics such as 
ethnicity and socioeconomic status, 
mobility, and participation in 
prekindergarten programs were 



Figure 3 

Campus Moves 1992-93 - 1996-97 
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not extend through -Grade 5 (TEA, 
1997c). Consistent with the grade 
configurations of Texas elementary 
schools, normative moves were 
highest between the 1995-96 and 
1996-97 school years, when most 
1992-93 first graders would be moving 
from Grade 4 to Grade 5-14 percent 
made normative moves that year. 

Non-normative moves are initiated b 
the student’s family and include 
students returning to the Texas public 
school system after they have been 
gone for one or more years. 
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LEP 


36% 


14% 


21% 


28% 



Source: TEA PEIMS 1992-93-1996-97 

The LEP students entering Grade 1 in 1992-93 were slightly less mobile than 
their non-LEP classmates over the next five years. 
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related to retentions for LEP students. 
Hispanic students were retained at 
higher rates than Asian or White 
students. Also, LEP students who were 
economically disadvantaged, mobile, 
or did not attend prekindergarten were 
retained at higher rates than their 
classmates. The gap in retention rates 
between LEP and non-LEP students 
was highest on campuses on which 
school- wide performance on the 
TAAS was high. 

Eighty-eight percent of the 1992-93 
Grade 1 students who were still 



Table 4 

Five-Year Retention Rates 
1992-93 Grade 1 Students 




Retention Rates 
Not 




LEP 


LEP 


Year First Retained 


Not Retained 


82% 


89% 


Grade 1 


12% 


7% 


Grade 2 


3% 


2% 


Grade 3 


2% 


1% 


Grade 4 


1% 


1% 


Ethnicity 


Asian 


8% 


3% 


Hispanic 


19% 


13% 


White 


15% 


9% 


Socioeconomic Status 






Economically 


Disadvantaged 


19% 


16% 


Not Economically 


Disadvantaged 


7% 


6% 


Prekindergarten 


Prekindergarten 


16% 


16% 


Did Not Attend 


21% 


17% 


Not Eligible 





6% 


Mobility 


No Moves 


16% 


9% 


1 Normative 


12% 


6% 


1 Non-normative 


21% 


14% 


2 or More Moves 


20% 


15% 



Source: TEA PEIMS 1992-93-1996-97 



Higher retention rates for LEP 
students can be explained in part by 
factors other than English proficiency. 
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enrolled in 1996-97 had advanced to 
Grade 5; most of the remaining 12 
percent were in Grade 4. Over 8 
percent were retained in Grade 1 in 
1993-94. The longitudinal retention 
patterns for the 1992-93 Grade 1 
students are consistent with annual 
retention rates reported for Grades 1 
through 4 from 1992-93 to 1994-95 
(TEA, 1996). 

Until 1 996, Texas State Board of 
Education rules restricted the number 
of times students could be retained in 
grade. Except under special circum- 
stances, students could not be retained 
more than one time in prekindergarten 
through Grade 4, nor more than one 
time in Grades 5-8 (19 TAC §75.195, 
1996). Only 381 of the 1992-93 
Grade 1 students who were still 
enrolled in 1996-97 had been retained 
more than once between 1 992-93 and 
1996-97. 

As Table 4 shows, the retention rate 
among the LEP students in the study 
was higher than for their non-LEP 
classmates. Only 82 percent of LEP 
students were in Grade 5 in 1996-97. 
Twelve percent of the LEP students in 
the study were retained in Grade 1 ; 
higher percentages of students were 
also retained for the first time in 
Grades 2 and 3. The pattern of higher 
retention rates for LEP students holds 
for the three major ethnic groups 
represented by LEP students - His- 
panic, Asian, and White, also shown 
on Table 4. 

Schools have traditionally had diffi- 
culty meeting the academic needs of 
economically disadvantaged students 
and the higher retention rates among 
LEP students can be explained in large 
part by the higher percentages of LEP 
students who are economically disad- 
vantaged. Retention rates are much 
higher for economically disadvantaged 
students among both the LEP and non- 
LEP groups. Economically disadvan- 
taged students include those students 
who were reported as economically 



disadvantaged at any time from 
1992-93 to 1996-97. 

Among both LEP and non-LEP 
students who began Grade 1 in 1992- 
93, retentions were related to mobility 
over the next five years. Students who 
had progressed to Grade 5 by 1996-97 
were more likely to have remained on 
the same campus all five years, or 
made one normative move. Students 
who were retained in grade one or 
more times during the five years were 
more likely to have made a non- 
normative move or to have changed 
campuses two or more times including 
both normative and non-normative 
moves. A study of student mobility in 
Texas public schools (TEA, 1997b) 
found that mobility rates are higher for 
ethnic minorities and economically 
disadvantaged students, groups who 
frequently demonstrate relatively 
lower academic performance regard- 
less of their mobility. However, even 
when controlling for these characteris- 
tics, the academic performance of 
mobile students was found to be worse 
than that of stable students. 

First graders in the study who attended 
prekindergarten programs two years 
earlier were less likely to be retained 
in the next five years than their 
classmates who were eligible for 
prekindergarten programs but did not 
attend. As Table 4 shows, the differ- 
ence is greater for LEP students than 
non-LEP students. Of those LEP 
students who did not attend 
prekindergarten, 2 1 percent were 
retained before they reached Grade 5, 
compared to 16 percent of the LEP 
students who did attend prekindergar- 
ten. 

As might be expected, the LEP 
students in the study who were re- 
tained were slightly more likely to 
have received special language 
services for all five years from 1992- 
93 to 1996-97 than their classmates 
who were not retained. They were 
also more likely to have received a 
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mix of bilingual education and ESL 
services over the five years or to have 
had a break in services. 

Students who were retained had lower 
average attendance rates over the five 
years from 1992-93 to 1996-97 than 
students who were not retained. The 
difference was greater for non-LEP 
students than for LEP students. Both 
LEP and non-LEP students who had 
not been retained missed an average of 
five days of school each year from 
1992-93 to 1996-97. Retained LEP 
students missed an average of seven 
days each year, compared to nine days 
for non-LEP students who were 
retained. A study of 1995-96 Grade 1 
students in Texas public schools found 
that students with higher attendance 
rates were more likely to be promoted 
than students with poorer attendance 
rates, where other factors were taken 
into account (TEA, 1997a). Higher 
student attendance was also related to 
students being judged by their teachers 
as making more overall progress in 
school and as having higher mastery 
levels of the essential elements. 

Campus Characteristics . Four 
campus characteristics were examined 
in relation to five-year retention rates 
of students who entered first grade in 
1992-93. The campus size, percentage 
of students who are economically 
disadvantaged, and percentage of 
students who have limited English 
proficiency are based on campus-wide 
enrollment in 1996-97. The percent- 
age of students passing all TAAS tests 
taken is based on 1996-97 TAAS 
performance of students on the 
campus who were enrolled in the 
district by October 25, 1996. Because 
many students changed campuses over 
the five years and the retentions could 
have taken place at any grade, reten- 
tion rates by campus characteristics 
were computed for only those 1992-93 
Grade 1 students who remained on the 
same campus for the five years from 
1992-93 to 1996-97. 
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Campuses with higher 1996-97 TAAS 
passing rates retained smellier percent- 
ages of non-LEP students over the five 
years from 1992-93 to 1995-96 than 
poorer performing campuses, but 
slightly larger percentages of LEP 
students. As a result, the gap in 
retention rates between LEP and non- 
LEP students is largest on high 
performing campuses (those with over 
85 percent of students passing the 
TAAS), as shown on Table 5. Based 
on grade-level retentions alone, high 
performing campuses do not appear to 
have more effective programs for LEP 
students than campuses with lower 
overall TAAS performance. 

There is no relationship between 
percent of LEP students on the campus 
and five-year retention rates of 1 992- 
93 Grade 1 students for either LEP or 
non-LEP students. However, there is 
a relationship between percent eco- 
nomically disadvantaged students on a 
campus and five-year retention rates. 
Campuses with fewer than 25 percent 
economically disadvantaged students 
retain fewer LEP and non-LEP 
students than campuses with more 
economically disadvantaged students. 
As discussed earlier, this relationship 
can be explained in part by the high 
retention rates for economically 
disadvantaged students. 

There is no clear relationship between 
retention rates and campus size. 
However, campuses with fewer than 
200 students have the largest gap in 
retention rates between LEP students 
and non-LEP students - 19 percent of 
the 1992-93 Grade 1 LEP students 
who remained on the same campus 
were retained, compared to 5 percent 
of the non-LEP students, a 14-point 
difference in five-year retention rates. 

Grade 5 TAAS Participation 

The Texas Assessment of Academic 
Skills (TAAS), a statewide testing 
program that was first implemented in 
1990-91, focuses on students' higher 



order thinking and problem-solving 
skills. Each student in Grades 3-8 and 
10 is required to take the TAAS 
reading and mathematics tests, except 
under the following circumstances: 
the local admission, review, and 
dismissal (ARD) committee may 
exempt a special education student 
from testing; the local LPAC may 
exempt a LEP student from both the 
English and Spanish versions of the 
test; or a student may not participate 
for other reasons, such as absence on 
the day of testing. Eighty-one percent 
of the LEP students in the study who 
had been promoted to Grade 5 took 



Table 5 

Five-Year Retention Rates 
1992-93 Grade 1 Students 
by Campus Characteristics 




Retention Rates 






Not 




LEP 


LEP 


Campus Size 






Under 200 


19% 


5% * 


200 to 400 


19% 


10% 


400 to 600 


15% 


10% 


600 to 800 


15% 


8% 


Over 800 


18% 


9% 


% Economically Disadvantaged 




Under 25% 


8% 


5% 


25% to 50% 


18% 


9% 


50% to 75% 


18% 


11% 


Over 75% 


16% 


12% 


Campus % LEP 1996-97 




No LEP Students — 


9% 


Under 5% 


16% 


8% 


5% to 20% 


17% 


9% 


Over 20% 


16% 


11% 


Campus % Passing TAAS 




Under 65% 


15% 


12% 


65% to 75% 


17% 


11% 


75% to 85% 


18% 


9% 


Over 85% 


20% 


6% 



Source: TEA PEIMS 1992-93-1996-97 



Retention rates for both LEP and 
non-LEP students vary by campus 
characteristics. 
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the Grade 5 TAAS reading test and 83 
percent took the mathematics test, 
compared to 94 percent of the non- '* 
LEP students. The LEP students who 
had been mainstreamed into the 
regular classroom took the English 
TAAS at the same rate as their non- 
LEP classmates. However, economi- 
cally disadvantaged students were less 
likely to take the Grade 5 TAAS than 
students who were not economically 
disadvantaged, regardless of English 
proficiency. The LEP students who 
attended prekindergarten programs 
were more likely to be tested and 
more likely to be tested in English 
than those who did not attend. 

At the time of TAAS testing, cam- 
puses submit an answer document for 
each student enrolled in the grades 
tested, whether or not that student 
takes the test. Answer documents for 
the 1996-97 Grade 5 TAAS were 
found for 83 percent of the 1 992-93 
first graders who were stiil enrolled in 
Texas public schools in 1996-97! 
Students for whom answer documents 
could not be found include students 
who were retained in grade at some 



time between 1993-94 and 1996-97 
and were, therefore, not eligible to 
take the Grade 5 test. In addition, 
students who were enrolled in a Texas 
public school in October 1996 but left 
the system before the spring TAAS 
testing date would not have a TAAS 
answer document. Finally, corrections 
to student identification numbers on a 
small number of TAAS answer 
documents would prevent matching 
those documents to.earlier student 
records. 

Of those students in the study with 
answer documents, 92 percent took 
either the English or Spanish version 
of the 1996-97 Grade 5 TAAS reading 
test. The remaining students were 
receiving special education services 
and exempted from the TAAS by the 
admission, review, and dismissal 
committee (5%), LEP students who 
were exempted by the local language 
proficiency assessment committee 
(2%), and students who missed the test 
due to absence or other reasons (1 %). 
The percentages are the same for the 
Grade 5 mathematics test. Because 
participation rates on the reading and 



mathematics tests are so similar, the 
following analysis focuses on partici- 
pation in the reading test unless there 
are differences to be noted. 

About 81 percent of all LEP students 
took the Grade 5 reading test and 83 
percent took the mathematics test in 
either English or Spanish, compared to 
94 percent of their non-LEP class- 
mates. As would be expected, stu- 
dents who exited special language 
programs before 1996-97 were much 
more likely to have been tested in 
English than students still receiving 
bilingual education orESL services. 

As Table 6 shows, just about half of 
the LEP students still in special 
language programs in 1996-97 were 
tested in English. For former LEP 
students (those students who had 
exited the special language programs 
by 1996-97), however, the rate of 
participation in the English TAAS was 
. over 90 percent. . ...... . .. . 



Table 6 

Participation in 1996-97 Grade 5 TAAS Reading Test by 
LEP Students Entering Grade 1 in 1992-93 




KtFoflner LEP - 


. StiliReceiying Services ... 




^J^fifglisH .‘i- 


‘ ■ ; Exempt 


Bilingual Education 


95% 


54% 21% 16% 


ESL 


94% 


. 55% 0% 35% 


Bilingual to ESL 


92% 


45% 0% 47% 


Combination Bil/ESL 


92% 


49% 12% 30% 


Non-consecutive Services 


90% 


55% 11% 24% 


No Services 


92% 


— — — 
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Spanish Tests 

TAAS answer documents for the Grade 5 reading test were submitted 
for 33,676 LEP students from the 1992-93 first grade class. About 
54 percent, or 18,267 students, were no longer receiving special 
language services and 46 percent, or 15,409, were still identified 
as LEP and receiving services. 



English TAAS participation of LEP 
students who were still in special 
language programs in 1996-97 did not 
vary significantly by type of program. 
Just over half of the students enrolled 
in either a fifth year of bilingual 
education or a fifth year of ESL took 
the Grade 5 TAAS reading test in 
English inl996-97, for example. 
However, 35 percent of the ESL 

only 1 6 percent of the bjiingtial 
education students. The primary 
reason is availability of the Spanish 
version of the test, which was taken by 
21 percent of the students still in 
bilingual education programs. 

There is a relationship between 
prekindergarten attendance and 
participation in the Grade 5 TAAS for 
LEP students. As Table 7 shows, 79 
percent of the LEP students in the 
study with Grade 5 answer documents 
who attended prekindergarten pro- 
grams took the reading test in English. 
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Eighty percent took the mathematics 
test in English. Another 5 percent 
took the tests in Spanish. Of those 
who did not attend prekindergarten, 72 
percent took the reading and math- 
ematics tests in English and 8 percent 
took the tests in Spanish. 

The percentage of LEP students tested 
varied by native language of the 
student. About 89 percent of LEP 
students speaking Asian languages 
took the 1996-97 Grade 5 TAAS 
reading test in English, compared to 
74 percent of Spanish-speaking 
students. An additional 7 percent of 
Spanish-speaking students took the 
Spanish reading test. There are similar 
variations in participation in the 
mathematics test. One reason larger 
percentages of students with native 
languages other than Spanish took the 
English tests may be that larger 
percentages of those students received 
ESL services, which are designed to 
transition the student to English more 
quickly than bilingual education 
programs. 

Economically disadvantaged students 
were less likely to take the Grade 5 
TAAS than their classmates who were 
not economically disadvantaged. As 
Table 7 shows, this is true for both 
LEP and non-LEP students. Although 
a higher percentage of LEP students 
who were economically disadvantaged 
took the Spanish TAAS than students 
who were not economically disadvan- 
taged, the percentage tested on both 
tests combined was still substantially 
lower than for non-economically 
disadvantaged students. Six percent of 
the economically disadvantaged LEP 
students had admission, review, and 
dismissal committee exemptions and 
12 percent had LPAC exemptions. 
Eight percent of the economically 
disadvantaged non-LEP students had 
ARD exemptions. 

There is a slight relationship between 
student mobility and Grade 5 TAAS 
participation for both LEP and non- 
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LEP students. There is no relationship 
between Grade 5 TAAS participation 
and attendance rates for LEP students. 
On average, students who take either 
the English or Spanish TAAS and 
those who have LPAC exemptions all 
have high attendance rates. 

Campus Characteristics . The four 
campus characteristics described 
earlier - campus size, percentage of 
students who are economically 
disadvantaged, percentage of students 
who have limited English proficiency, 
and percentage of students passing all 
TAAS tests taken - were examined in 
relation to 1996-97 Grade 5 TAAS. 
Analyses are based on all students for 
whom Grade 5 answer documents 
were submitted. 

Although campuses in all size groups 
tested about the same percentages of 
LEP students, smaller campuses were 
more likely to test in English. Eighty 
percent of LEP students on campuses 
with fewer than 200 students took the 
English TAAS, compared to 71 
percent on campuses with over 800 
students. Students on smaller cam- 



puses were more likely to have been 
in ESL programs rather than bilingual 
education programs. There was no 
clear relationship between school- 
wide performance for individual 
campuses on the 1996-97 TAAS and 
percent of the 1992-93 Grade 1 LEP 
students who took the Grade 5 
English TAAS in 1996-97. 

Campuses with 5 percent or fewer 
LEP students school-wide were more 
likely to test their Grade 5 LEP 
students in English than campuses 
with higher percentages of LEP 
students. This can probably be 
attributed to the type of special 
language services students are receiv- 
ing - campuses with smaller percent- 
ages of LEP students tend to provide 
more ESL than bilingual education 
programming. There is no relation- 
ship between percent economically 
disadvantaged students on a campus 
and participation of LEP students in 
the TAAS, although campuses with 
fewer economically disadvantaged 
students are more likely to take the 
tests in English. 



Table 7 

Participation in 1996-97 Grade 5 TAAS Reading Test 
by Students Entering Grade 1 in 1992-93 




English 

TAAS 


LEP 

Spanish 

TAAS 


Total 

LEP 


Not 

LEP 


Socioeconomic Status 










Economically Disadvantaged 


74% 


7% 


81% 


91% 


Not Economically Disadvantaged 


89% 


0% 


89% 


97% 


Prekin dergarten 










Prekindergarten 


79% 


5% 


84% 


92% 


Did Not Attend 


72% 


8% 


80% 


91% 


Not Eligible 


- 


- 


- 


97% 


Mobility 










No Moves 


77% 


7% 


84% 


95% 


1 Normative Move 


75% 


4% 


79% 


95% 


1 Non-normative Move 


74% 


7% 


81% 


94% 


2 or More Moves 


73% 


6% 


79% 


92% 



Source: TEA PEIMS 1992-93-1996-97; TAAS 1996-97 Spring, Year-round, and 
Spanish Tests 



Socioeconomic status , prekindergarten attendance, and mobility are related 
to Grade 5 TAAS participation of LEP students . 
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Grade 5 TAAS Performance 

TAAS performance is one of three 
base indicators in the Academic 
Excellence Indicators System (AEIS) 
used to determine district accreditation 
status and campus performance 
ratings. For this study, performance on 
the 1996-97 Grade 5 English TAAS 
was analyzed for all non-special 
education students who entered Grade 
1 in 1992-93. Percent passing each 
test, reading and mathematics, are 
presented in relation to student charac- 
teristics, program participation, and 
campus characteristics. Economically 
disadvantaged students had lower 
TAAS passing rates than their class- 
mates, as did mobile students, regard- 
less of English proficiency. Students 
passing the tests also had slightly 
better attendance than those who 



failed. LEP students performed better 
on the mathematics test than the 
reading test, and those who had 
previously taken the test in English 
performed better than first-time 
testers. Also, LEP students who had 
attended prekindergarten outper- 
formed those who had not attended. 
Two campus characteristics — per- 
centage of students who are economi- 
cally disadvantaged and campus 
TAAS performance — were also 
related to TAAS performance. 

Overall, 86 percent of the 1992-93 
first graders tested passed the reading 
test and 88 percent passed the math- 
ematics test. As Table 8 shows, LEP 
students did not perform as well on the 
Grade 5 English TAAS as their non- 
LEP classmates. The performance gap 
between LEP and non-LEP students 



Table 8 

1996-97 Grade 5 English TAAS Performance 
for Students Entering Grade 1 in 1992-93 
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Percent Passing 








Reading 


Mathematics 


f 


LEP 


Not LEP 


LEP 


Not LEP 


All Students 


76% 


88% 


83% 


89% 


Ethnicity 










Asian 


92% 


96% 


97% 


98% 


Hispanic 


74% 


83% 


82% 


85% 


White 


88% 


93% 


90% 


94% 


Socioeconomic Status 
Economically 










Disadvantaged 


75% 


81% 


83% 


82% 


Not Economically 










Disadvantaged 


91% 


93% 


94% 


95% 


Prekindergarten 










Prekindergarten 


77% 


79% 


84% 


81% 


Did Not Attend 


75% 


81% 


82% 


82% 


Not Eligible 


— 


94% 


— 


94% 


Mobility 










Stable 


78% 


90% 


85% 


91% 


1 Normative Move 


74% 


88% 


83% 


89% 


1 N on-normative Move 


77% 


88% 


84% 


88% 


2 or More Moves 


72% 


84% 


80% 


85% 



Source: TEA PEIMS 1992-93-1996-97; TAAS 1996-97 Spring and Year-round Tests 



TAAS performance of both LEP and non-LEP students varied based 
on student ethnicity, family socioeconomic status and mobility, and 
prekindergarten attendance. 



"QT 24 

FRir 



28 



was greater on the reading test, which 
76 percent of LEP students passed 
compared to 88 percent of non-LEP 
students. For the non-LEP students, 
the passing rate on the mathematics 
test was very similar to that of the 
reading test. The LEP students, on 
the other hand, performed consider- 
ably better on the mathematics test, 
which is less language-dependent than 
the reading test. 

Average TAAS performance varied 
by ethnicity for both LEP and non- 
LEP students. Table 8 shows passing 
rates on the Grade 5 English TAAS 
reading and mathematics tests for the 
three ethnic groups with more than 
100 LEP students tested. Passing 
rates were lower for LEP students 
than their non-LEP classmates for all 
ethnic groups shown, with the excep- 
tion of mathematics passing rates for 
Asian students, where the difference 
is not large enough to be statistically 
significant. Hispanic students had 
lower passing rates than non-Hispanic 
students on both tests among both the 
LEP and non-LEP groups. The 
largest performance gap between LEP 
and non-LEP students was for His- 
panic students on the reading test. 

Economically disadvantaged students 
had lower TAAS passing rates than 
their non-economically disadvantaged 
classmates regardless of English 
proficiency. There is only a one 
percentage point difference in passing 
rates between LEP and non-LEP 
students on the mathematics test after 
controlling for socioeconomic status, 
and for economically disadvantaged 
students the gap is in favor of the LEP 
students. However, there was still a 
six percentage point difference in the 
passing rates on the reading test for 
economically disadvantaged LEP and 
non-LEP students. 

The Grade 5 TAAS passing rates for 
LEP students who attended 
prekindergarten in 1990-91 are two 
percentage points higher than for 
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those who did not attend. This is 
consistent with findings of a five-year 
study of prekindergarten programs in 
Texas public schools completed in 
1994 (TEA, 1995). Fornon-LEP 
students the relationship is reversed - 
students who attended prekindergarten 
had TAAS passing rates one or two 
percentage points lower than those 
who were eligible but did not attend. 
This can be attributed to the perfor- 
mance of economically disadvantaged 
white students. There is no difference 
in passing rates for non-LEP Hispanic, 
Asian, and African American students 
who attended prekindergarten and 
those who were eligible but did not 
attend. Students who were not 
eligible for prekindergarten had 
substantially higher passing rates. 

As Table 8 shows, LEP students who 
attended prekindergarten had higher 
mathematics passing rates than non- 
LEP students who attended 
prekindergarten. The performance 
gap on the reading test between LEP 
and non-LEP students who attended 
prekindergarten is only two percent- 
age points, with non-LEP students 
out-performing LEP students. 

The non-LEP students who remained 
on the same campus from 1992-93 to 
1996-97 had higher TAAS passing 
rates than their mobile counterparts, as 
shown in Table 8. For LEP students 
the relationship is less clear; however, 
stable students had higher passing 
rates on both the reading and math- 
ematics tests than students who moved 
two or more times. Both LEP and 
non-LEP students who moved two or 
more times had passing rates five to 
six percentage points lower than those 
of stable students. 

About 27 percent of the LEP students 
taking the Grade 5 English TAAS did 
not take the Grade 4 English test the 
prior year. The large performance gap 
between LEP students taking the 
English TAAS for the first time and 
those who took the test the prior year 
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is shown on Table 9. There is a 20- 
point difference in percent passing on 
the reading test for first-time TAAS 
takers and more experienced TAAS 
takers, and a 1 3-point difference on 
the mathematics test. After control- 
ling for ethnicity, economically 
disadvantaged LEP students who had 
previously taken the TAAS passed the 
reading test at the same rate as non- 
LEP students who were economically 
disadvantaged and passed the math- 
ematics test at the same or a higher 
rate. 

As Table 9 shows, LEP students who 
are still receiving special language 
services in 1 996-97 have much lower 
English TAAS passing rates on both 
the reading and mathematics tests 
than former LEP students who have 
exited the special language programs. 
The LEP students who are still 
receiving special language services 
may be in programs designed to 
develop English proficiency over a 
longer period of time, or they may be 
students who remained in programs 



longer because they were slower in 
developing English proficiency. 
Students who only exited the special 
language programs the prior year also 
had lower passing rates on the reading 
test than students who exited those 
programs earlier. Performance growth 
over time on the English TAAS for 
LEP students as they make the transi- 
tion from special language programs 
to the regular classroom is discussed 
later in the next section. 

There is a small difference in atten- 
dance rates of students who passed the 
1996-97 Grade 5 English TAAS and 
students who failed. Students who 
failed the reading test missed about 
one more day of school each year over 
the five years from 1992-93 to 1996- 
97 than students who passed. Stu- 
dents who failed the mathematics test 
missed about one and a half more days 
a year than students who passed. This 
general pattern is true for both LEP 
and non-LEP students in the study. 



Table 9 

1996-97 Grade 5 English TAAS Performance 
for Students Entering Grade 1 in 1992-93 




Percent Passing 
LEP Students 
Reading Mathematics 


First English TAAS 
Former English TAAS Taker 


61% 74% 

81% 87% 


Last Year in Special Language i 
1996-97 
1995-96 
1994-95 
1993-94 
1992-93 
Never 


Program 

55% 70% 

81% 88% 

87% 90% 

88% 91% 

88% 90% 

82% 87% 



Source: TEA PEIMS 1992-93-1996-97; TAAS 1996-97 Spring and 
Year-round Tests 



There is evidence of high growth in performance for LEP 
students between the first and second years of testing in 
English , and to a lesser degree between the second and 
third years of testing. 
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Grade 5 academic performance was 
not examined in relation to special 
language program participation 
patterns for several reasons. Although 
the primary goal of all special lan- 
guage programs is to develop student 
proficiency in English, secondary 
program goals vary. Consequently, 
different types of programs have 
different expectations regarding the 
number of years students will receive 
special language services before 
transitioning to English-only instruc- 
tion. Districts report only whether 
students are in bilingual education or 
ESL programs. It is impossible to 
determine from these data whether 
students who continue to be served in 



special language programs into the 
later elementary grades are in pro- 
grams designed to serve them through 
Grade 5 or simply failed to develop 
sufficient English proficiency in 
programs intended to exit students 
earlier. Also, since districts are 
allowed to exempt LEP students from 
the English TAAS for three adminis- 
trations of the test, LEP students 
entering Texas public schools in 
Grade 1 are not required to take the 
English TAAS until Grade 6, and 
exemption rates vary by type of 
special language program. Finally, 
LEP students show high growth in 
academic achievement between their 
first and second TAAS tests. For 



Table 10 

1996-97 Grade 5 English TAAS Performance 
for Students Entering Grade 1 in 1992-93 




LEP 


Percent 

Reading 

Not LEP 


Passing 

Mathematics 

LEP Not LEP 


Campus Size 










Under 200 


70% 


88% 


76% 


89% 


200 to 400 


72% 


87% 


81% 


89% 


400 to 600 


75% 


88% 


82% 


88% 


600 to 800 


77% 


88% 


85% 


89% 


Over 800 


77% 


88% 


84% 


88% 


% Economically Disadvantaged 










Under 25% 


89% 


94% 


91% 


94% 


25% to 50% 


80% 


90% 


86% 


91% 


50% to 75% 


76% 


86% 


83% 


87% 


Over 75% 


74% 


79% 


82% 


79% 


Campus % LEP 1996-97 










No LEP Students 


— 


91% 


— 


92% 


Under 5% 


78% 


90% 


84% 


90% 


6% to 20% 


76% 


87% 


82% 


87% 


Over 20% 


75% 


84% 


83% 


84% 


Campus % Passing TAAS 










Under 65% 


66% 


74% 


75% 


74% 


65% to 75% 


76% 


84% 


84% 


86% 


75% to 85% 


82% 


90% 


89% 


91% 


Over 85% 


91% 


96% 


95% 


96% 



Source: TEA PEIMS 1992-93-1996-97; TAAS 1996-97 Spring and Year-round Tests 



TAAS passing rates for both LEP and non-LEP students vary by campus 
characteristics. 
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these reasons statewide analyses of 
performance of LEP students on the 
English TAAS in relation to the six 
special language program participation 
patterns was postponed until those 
students have exited the programs and 
results from their second English 
TAAS are available. For students in 
this study, these analyses will be based 
on results from the Grade 7 English 
TAAS administered in 1998-99. 

Campus Characteristics. The 1996- 
97 Grade 5 English TAAS perfor- 
mance of students who entered Grade 
1 in 1 992-93 was examined in relation 
to the four campus characteristics — 
campus size, percentage of students 
who are economically disadvantaged, 
percentage of students with limited 
English proficiency, and percentage of 
students passing all TAAS tests taken. 
The LEP students on campuses with 
600 or more students performed better 
on both the reading and mathematics 
tests than students on smaller cam- 
puses, as shown in Table 10. For non- 
LEP students there was no relationship 
between campus size and TAAS 
performance. 

For LEP and non-LEP students, TAAS 
passing rates on the reading test 
decrease as a percentage of students 
on the campus who are economically 
disadvantaged increases. Passing rates 
on campuses with the fewest economi- 
cally disadvantaged students (under 
25%) were 15 points higher than 
passing rates on campuses with the 
most economically disadvantaged 
students (over 75%). For non-LEP 
students the same pattern exists on the 
mathematics test. For LEP students, 
the pattern is less pronounced on the 
mathematics test. This pattern re- 
mains when controlling for student 
socioeconomic status and ethnicity. 
For example, passing rates on the 
reading test for LEP and non-LEP 
economically disadvantaged Hispanic 
students are six to eight points higher 
on campuses with the fewest economi- 
cally disadvantaged students than on 
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campuses with the most economically 
disadvantaged students. These 
findings suggest that a campus poverty 
factor may influence student academic 
performance independently of the 
influence on individual students of 
being economically disadvantaged. 

There is no relationship between 
percent of LEP students on the campus 
in 1996-97 and TAAS performance for 
either LEP or non-LEP students after 
controlling for student ethnicity and 
socioeconomic status. 

Because the Grade 5 TAAS perfor- 
mance of students entering Grade 1 in 
1992-93 contributes to the overall 
campus performance, it is not surpris- 
ing that average performance of 
students in the study increases as 
campus performance increases. It 
should also be noted in Table 10, 
however, that the performance gap 
between LEP and non-LEP students 
on the reading test is smaller on 
campuses with the highest TAAS 
performance (over 85% passing). The 
pattern is even more pronounced when 
comparing performance of LEP and 
non-LEP economically disadvantaged 
Hispanic students, where the perfor- 
mance gap of eight percentage points 
on campuses with the lowest TAAS 
performance is eliminated on cam- 
puses with the highest TAAS perfor- 
mance. This suggests that effective 
campuses, as measured by overall 
TAAS performance, may have more 
effective programs for LEP students 
than less effective campuses, based on 
this one indicator. To confirm this 
hypothesis, it would be necessary to 
examine the characteristics of effec- 
tive campuses more closely, including 
variables such as special language 
program participation and TAAS 
participation of LEP students, as well 
as other indicators of effectiveness 
such as retention rates. 



Performance Improvement 

The Texas Learning Index (TLI) was 
developed to assess student progress 
across grades on the TAAS reading 
and mathematics tests. A TLI score of 
70 corresponds to the passing standard 
at each grade level. Table 1 1 shows 
three years of TLI scores on the 
English TAAS reading and mathemat- 
ics tests for students who took the tests 
all three years, and for LEP students 
who first took the tests in 1995-96 at 
Grade 4 or in 1996-97 at Grade 5. 



Students entering Grade 1 in 1992-93 
had average TLI scores on the reading 
tests of 80.3 at Grade 3, 81.7 at Grade 
4, and 85.7 at Grade 5. As Table 1 1 
shows, LEP students did not perform 
as well on the TAAS reading tests as 
their non-LEP classmates. This is 
consistent with the analysis of percent 
passing the test in Grade 5. The LEP 
students first tested at Grade 4 in 
1995-96 did not perform as well on 
the Grade 4 reading test as either LEP 
or non-LEP students first tested at 
Grade 3. The LEP students first 



Table 11 

TLI Growth Between Grade 3 (1994-95) 
and Grade 5 (1996-97) 




Grade 3 
1994-95 


Growth 


Reading 

Grade 4 
1995-96 


Growth 


Grade 5 
1996-97 


All Students 


80.3 


1.4 


81.7 


4.0 


85.7 


Not LEP 


80.8 


1.3 


82.1 


4.0 


86.1 


LEP 

First Tested 1994-95 


75.8 


1.9 


77.7 


4.1 


81.8 


First Tested 1995-96 






74.9 


4.6 


79.5 


First Tested 1996-97 
Not Receiving Services 










73.2 


First Tested 1996-97 
Receiving Services 










69.4 




Grade 3 
1994-95 


Growth 


Mathematics 

Grade 4 
1995-96 


Growth 


Grade 5 
1996-97 


All Students 


75.5 


3.5 


79.0 


3.0 


82.0 


Not LEP 


75.8 


3.4 


79.1 


3.0 


82.1 


LEP 

First Tested 1994-95 


72.7 


4.6 


77.3 


3.8 


81.1 


First Tested 1995-96 






75.6 


4.6 


80.1 


First Tested 1996-97 
Not Receiving Services 










79.8 


First Tested 1996-97 
Receiving Services 










73.5 



Source: TEA PEIMS 1992-93-1996-97; TAAS 1996-97 Spring and Year-round Tests 

LE P students show high TLI growth the first three years they are tested on 
the English TAAS. 
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tested at Grade 5 who were no longer 
in special language programs per- 
formed worse on their first English 
TAAS than LEP students first tested in 
earlier grades. The average TLI for 
those still in special language pro- 
grams was below the passing standard 
of 70, explaining the low percent 
passing for this group discussed in the 
last section. 

Performance improvement on the 
reading test averaged 1 .4 points 
between Grades 3 and 4, and 4 points 
between Grades 4 and 5. The higher 
growth between Grades 4 and 5 is true 
for both LEP and non-LEP students. 
However, the LEP students first tested 
at Grade 3 showed greater growth 
between their first two TAAS tests 
than the non-LEP students. The 
higher TLI growth between the first 
and second TAAS test was also 
evident for LEP students first taking 
the reading test in Grade 4, although it 
was not enough to close the perfor- 
mance gap between them and LEP 
students first tested earlier. 

The TLI performance on the math- 
ematics test over the three years 
follows a slightly different pattern, as 
shown on Table 11. The 1992-93 first 
grade class as a whole scored 4.8 TLI 
points lower on the Grade 3 math- 
ematics test in 1994-95 than the 
reading test. Mathematics perfor- 
mance was still 3.7 points lower than 
reading performance on the Grade 5 
test in 1996-97. As with the reading 
test, LEP students scored lower than 
non-LEP students on the mathematics 
test. However, the performance gap 
was smaller, and disappears after 
controlling for socioeconomic status 
and ethnicity of students tested. 

Among economically disadvantaged 
Hispanic students, for example, the 
LEP students who first took the 
mathematics test in English at Grade 3 
in 1994-95 performed slightly better 
than their non-LEP classmates. 
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The LEP students first tested at Grade 
4 in 1995-96 did not perform as well 
on the Grade 4 mathematics test as 
either LEP or non-LEP students first 
tested at Grade 3. However, LEP 
students not receiving services who 
were first tested at Grade 5 performed 
as well on the Grade 5 tests as LEP 
students first tested at Grade 4. 
Furthermore, the later LEP students 
took their first mathematics test in 
English, the higher their first test 
scores, with the exception of students 
still receiving special language 
services in 1996-97. Although 
students first taking the mathematics 
test in English in 1996-97 who were 
still in special language programs did 
not perform as well as former LEP 
students who had already exited the 
programs, on average their mathemat- 
ics performance was better than their 
performance on the reading test. 

Unlike the reading test, TLI growth 
was slightly higher between Grades 3 
and 4 than between Grades 4 and 5 on 
the mathematics test, and cumulative 
growth across the three years was 
higher. The TLI growth between 
Grades 3 and 4 and Grades 4 and 5 
was higher for LEP students than non- 
LEP students. The LEP students first 
tested at Grade 4 in 1995-96 also 
showed high TLI growth between 
their first and second tests. 

Evidence of high growth between the 
first and second years of testing in 
English supports reports from educa- 
tors that the transition to testing in 
English is difficult for LEP students. 
This has led to suggestions for ex- 
panding the types of test accommoda- 
tions allowed for LEP students, 
especially those taking the English 
TAAS for the first time (TEA, 1997f). 

Spanish TAAS Performance 

In 1996-97, the statewide benchmark 
administration of the Grades 5 and 6 
Spanish TAAS reading and mathemat- 
ics assessments was conducted. 



Based on results from that test admin- 
istration, the SBOE set a passing 
standard of 70 for each test. Of the 
LEP students entering Grade 1 in 
1992-93, there were 2,237 who took 
the Grade 5 Spanish reading test and 
2,223 who took the Grade 5 Spanish 
mathematics test in 1996-97. At the 
70 percent passing standard, 29 
percent of those students would have 
passed the reading test and 3 1 percent 
would have passed the mathematics 
test. 

Virtually all of the students taking the 
Spanish tests were economically 
disadvantaged Hispanic students. 
Students tested in Spanish were 
slightly more likely than other LEP 
students to be enrolled on larger 
campuses, campuses with higher 
percentages of economically disad- 
vantaged students, and campuses with 
higher percentages of LEP students. 
Almost all (98%) were receiving 
special language services in 1996-97, 
and about 80 percent had been in 
bilingual education programs for the 
five years from 1992-93 to 1996-97. 
An analysis of the Spanish test results 
did not reveal any statistically signifi- 
cant differences in percent passing by 
student and campus characteristics. 
This is due in part to the relatively 
small number of students taking the 
Spanish test and similar characteristics 
of the students tested. 

Grade 4 TAAS Performance 

Answer documents for the 1996-97 
Grade 4 English TAAS were submit- 
ted for 42,428 students who entered 
Grade 1 in 1 992-93 but were retained 
in grade before reaching Grade 5. The 
primary goal of retention is to give a 
student a year to grow and master the 
academic tasks of the current grade 
level before advancing to the next 
level (TEA, 1997d). Statewide, 1996- 
97 Grade 4 students did slightly better 
than 1995-96 Grade 4 students on the 
English TAAS, scoring one TLI point 
higher on the reading test and two TLI 
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Teacher Preparation Issues 



In response to a 1 994-95 survey conducted by the Council 
of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO), Texas was one 
of 32 states indicating that they have licensing require- 
ments for teachers of LEP students (CCSSO, 1997). Most 
states with licensing requirements, including Texas, 
require a teaching certificate and bilingual education or 
ESL endorsements. Texas is also one of only 1 1 states 
with alternative certification programs for individuals 
seeking ESL certification. Yet a shortage of certified 
bilingual education and ESL teachers continues to be a 
problem in Texas. Of the 16,559 bilingual education and 
ESL teachers in Texas public schools in the 1996-97 
school year, 1 ,038 bilingual education and 1 ,348 ESL 
teachers were teaching on a permit, meaning they were 
not certified to teach the classes to which they were 
assigned. Bilingual education and ESL teachers ac- 
counted for 7 percent of all teachers but 22 percent of 
teachers on permit. In addition, 74 districts applied for 
exceptions that year to the requirement that they provide 
bilingual education programs in the elementary grades. 
These districts reported needing over 2,000 additional 
bilingual education teachers to provide the required 
programs. 

In contrast, 1,878 prospective teachers received bilingual 
education certificates in 1996-97. This represents an 
increase of 57 percent from 1992-93, when 1,194 bilin- 
gual education teachers were certified. Although the 
number of prospective bilingual education teachers 
certified through the state’s university-based teacher 
preparation programs increased by 20 percent from 
1992-93 to 1996-97, most of the increase was from other 
sources such as alternative certification programs. 

The inability of the state’s teacher preparation programs 
to provide a sufficient number of qualified bilingual 
education and ESL teachers is due in part to the growth of 
the LEP population. The number of LEP students in the 
state increased by 158 percent in the 15 years from 1981 - 
82 to 1996-97, compared to a 30 percent increase in size 
of the total student body. In fact, LEP students accounted 
for over one-third of the growth over that period. Growth 
of the LEP population continues - between 1995-96 and 
1 996-97 the LEP population increased by 7 percent 
compared to a 2 percent growth rate for the student body 
as a whole. 



Bilingual Education Teachers Certified 



Prospective 0 other Sources 




1992-93 1993-94 1994-95 1995-96 1996-97 



Source: State Board for Educator Certification 



LEP Student Enrollment Trends 





Total 

Enrollment 


LEP 

Students 


Percent 

LEP 


1996-97 


3,828,975 


514,139 


13% 


1995-96 


3,740,260 


479,390 


13% 


1994-95 


3,670,196 


455,224 


12% 


1993-94 


3,601,840 


425,940 


12% 


1992-93 


3,535,876 


398,633 


11% 


1991-92 


3,460,378 


361,127 


10% 


1981-82 


2,935,547 


198,872 


7% 



Source: TEA PEIMS 1996-97 
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points higher on the mathematics test. 
However, for students who began first 
grade in 1992-93, retained students 
who took the Grade 4 English TAAS 
in 1 996-97 did not perform as well as 
students who took the test on grade 
level the prior year, even though the 
retained students had received an 
additional year of instruction. As 
Table 12 shows, this was true for 
students regardless of English profi- 
ciency, socioeconomic status, or 
ethnicity. 

Summary and Conclusions 

Eighteen percent of the students 
entering Grade 1 in 1992-93 had 
limited English proficiency. The LEP 
students were predominantly eco- 
nomically disadvantaged Hispanic 
students and represented almost half 
of the Hispanic first graders. Fewer 
than 10 percent were identified as 
recent immigrants to the United 
States. 



Socioeconomic Status. The fact that 
most LEP students are economically 
disadvantaged is important because 
economically disadvantaged students 
have not performed as well as their 
non-economically disadvantaged 
classmates, regardless of English 
proficiency. Both LEP and non-LEP 
students who are economically 
disadvantaged experienced higher 
retention rates than non-economically 
disadvantaged students. Those 
economically disadvantaged students 
who were promoted to Grade 5 in 
1 996-97 were less likely to take the 
TAAS, and those who took the 
English TAAS had lower passing 
rates. This relationship remained 
after controlling for student ethnicity. 
Statewide academic performance of 
economically disadvantaged students 
on the TAAS accountability indicator 
(percent passing summed across 
grades for students enrolled in the 
district by the fourth week in October) 
improved dramatically between 1993- 
94 and 1996-97. A continued focus 



on this student group will be impor- 
tant as their numbers increase. The 
1996-97 first grade class had a higher 
percentage of economically disadvan- 
taged students than the 1992-93 class 
- 56 percent compared to 5 1 percent. 

Prekindergarten. Almost one-fourth 
of the students entering Grade 1 in 
1992-93 attended prekindergarten 
programs two years earlier; 45 percent 
of the LEP students attended 
prekindergarten. Students who 
attended prekindergarten were less 
likely to be retained before Grade 5 
than their classmates who were 
eligible for prekindergarten but did 
not attend; this was especially true for 
LEP students. Those LEP students 
who were promoted to Grade 5 in 
1 996-97 were more likely to take the 
TAAS and more likely to take the test 
in English if they had attended 
prekindergarten. The LEP students 
who attended prekindergarten also had 
higher passing rates on the Grade 5 
English TAAS than their counterparts 
who did not attend. 

Prekindergarten attendance increased 
in the state from 1992-93 to 1996-97. 
Almost one-third of 1996-97 begin- 
ning first graders attended 
prekindergarten two years earlier. 
Prekindergarten attendance of non- 
LEP students increased from 18 
percent for 1992-93 first graders to 27 
percent for 1 996-97 first graders. 
About 48 percent of 1996-97 non-LEP 
first graders were eligible for 
prekindergarten based on socioeco- 
nomic status. Prekindergarten atten- 
dance of LEP students increased from 
45 percent of 1992-93 first graders to 
54 percent of 1996-97 first graders. 

All LEP students are eligible for 
prekindergarten. 

Campus Characteristics. Not only 
districts located on the Texas/Mexico 
border, but also large urban areas such 
as Houston and Dallas have large 
populations of LEP students. Students 
with limited English proficiency are 
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Table 12 

Grade 4 English TAAS Average TLI Scores 
for Students Entering Grade 1 in 1992=93 






Reading 



.. ■ 


Not 

Retained 

1995-96 

TAAS 


Retained 

1996-97 

TAAS 


Not 

Retained 

1995-96 

TAAS 


Retained 

1996-97 

TAAS 


All Students 


81 


72 


78 


68 


LEP 


76 


71 


76 


67 


Not LEP 


81 


73 


,78 


68 


Economically 

Disadvantaged 


77 


71 


75 


68 


Not Economically 
Disadvantaged 


86 


77 


82 


70 



Mathematics 



Hispanic 


77 


71 


76 


67 


Asian 


86 


75 


84 


70 


White 


85 


76 


81 


71 



Source: TEA PEIMS 1992-93-1996-97; TAAS 1996-97 Spring, Year-round, and 
Spanish Tests 

Retained students who took the Grade 4 TAAS in 1996-97 did not 
perform as well as their classmates who took the test on grade level 
the prior year. 
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found in disproportionately large 
numbers on large campuses that have 
high percentages of economically 
disadvantaged students and poor 
TAAS performance. Since LEP 
students often attend campuses with 
poor TAAS performance school-wide, 
data for high performing campuses 
were examined to see if campus 
effectiveness extended to more 
effective programs for LEP students. 
High performing campuses had lower 
five-year retention rates for non-LEP 
students than campuses with poor 
TAAS performance, but higher 
retention rates for LEP students. 

There was no relationship between 
campus effectiveness and Grade 5 
TAAS participation for those students 
who were promoted to Grade 5 in 
1996-97. The performance gap 
between LEP and non-LEP students 
on the TAAS reading test is smaller 
on campuses with the highest TAAS 
performance, and disappears when 
comparing LEP and non-LEP eco- 
nomically disadvantaged Hispanic 
students. It is difficult to draw 
conclusions regarding campus effec- 
tiveness and quality of programs for 
LEP students from these findings. 

Campuses with high percentages of 
economically disadvantaged students 
were also examined to determine if 
campus poverty influences academic 
performance independently of the 
influence on individual students of 
being economically disadvantaged. 
For LEP and non-LEP students, 

TAAS passing rates on the Grade 5 
English reading and mathematics tests 
decrease as campus percent economi- 
cally disadvantaged students in- 
creases. This pattern remains when 
controlling for student socioeconomic 
status and ethnicity, which suggests 
that there may be factors associated 
with campus poverty that are related 
to student performance. 



Special Language Programs . Texas 
law requires districts to offer bilingual 
education programs to LEP students in 
the elementary grades if there are 20 
students with the same language in the 
same grade. Otherwise they must 
offer ESL programs. Just over half 
(52%) of the 1992-93 first graders 
received only bilingual education 
services over the next five years, 14 
percent received only ESL services, 
and 8 percent were moved from 
bilingual education programs to ESL 
programs in later grades. The remain- 
der of the LEP students received some 
other combination of bilingual educa- 
tion and ESL services (3%), had a 
break in services (15%), or received 
no special language services at the 
parents’ request (8%). Over half 
(57%) of the LEP students received 
special language services for at least 
four years from 1992-93 to 1996-97. 

The LEP students who received the 
same type of special language services 
all five years, whether that was 
bilingual education, ESL, or no 
services, were more likely to have 
remained on the same campus all five 
years than other LEP students. Stu- 
dents who made a non-normative 
move and those who made two or 
more moves were more likely to have 
been in a mix of bilingual education 
and ESL programs or to have had a 
break in services during the five years. 
Students who received a mix of 
services or had a break in services 
were more likely to be retained. 

Grade 5 LEP students who had exited 
the special language programs before 
1996-97 had very high English TAAS 
participation rates. They also had 
much higher TAAS passing rates on 
both the reading and mathematics tests 
than students who were not yet 
classified as English proficient and 
were still receiving special language 
services. 
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The LEP students who were first 
tested in English at Grade 3 had higher 
TLI scores on the Grade 5 reading and 
mathematics tests than those first 
tested at Grade 4, and students first 
tested at Grade 4 had higher TLI 
scores than those first tested at Grade 
5. Students first tested in 1996-97 
who were still receiving special 
language services had the lowest 
average TLI scores. Whether they 
were first tested at Grade 3 or Grade 4, 
LEP students showed high TLI growth 
between their first and second reading 
and mathematics tests. This high 
growth may suggest a need to expand 
the types of test accommodations 
allowed for LEP students during their 
first year of testing in English. 

Performance on the Grade 5 English 
TAAS was not examined in relation to 
the six special language program 
participation patterns because different 
types of programs have different 
expectations regarding the number of 
years students will receive services 
before transitioning to English. As a 
result, exemption rates for the Grade 5 
English TAAS vary. Also, LEP 
student performance on the English 
TAAS improves significantly between 
the first and second test. Therefore, 
analysis of performance in relation to 
type of special language services was 
postponed until Grade 7 TAAS results 
for the students in the study are 
available in 1998-99. 

Special Education . Fewer LEP 
students are identified as needing 
special education services in Grade 1 
than their non-LEP classmates - 4 
percent compared to 8 percent for non- 
LEP students. Over the next five 
years, the percentage of students 
receiving special education services 
increases, and the gap between LEP 
and non-LEP students narrows. In 
1996-97, 13 percent of the LEP 
students and 15 percent of the non- 
LEP students who entered Grade 1 in 
1992-93 were receiving special 
education services. Analysis of five- 
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year special education program 
participation patterns for LEP students 
does not reveal any pattern of identifi- 
cation for special education services in 
relation to participation in, or exit 
from, special language programs. 

Retention. Students with limited 
English proficiency entering Grade 1 
in 1 992-93 were more likely to be 
retained before reaching Grade 5 than 
their non-LEP classmates; 18 percent 
of LEP students were retained. 

Highest retentions for both LEP and 
non-LEP students were at Grade 1 . 
Retained students who took the Grade 
4 TAAS in 1996-97 did not perform 
as well as students who took the 
Grade 4 test on grade level the prior 
year. These data are consistent with 
extensive research on the effects of 
retention that consistently indicates 
that the practice produces no long- 
term academic benefits (TEA, 1997d). 

Attendance and Mobility. Students 
entering Grade 1 in 1 992-93 who were 
retained before Grade 5 had lower 
attendance rates than students who 
were promoted to Grade 5 in 1 996-97. 
Although there was no relationship 
between attendance and TAAS 
participation, students who passed the 
Grade 5 English TAAS had slightly 
higher average attendance rates than 
students who failed. Mobile students, 
especially those who had made two or 
more moves over the five years, were 
also more likely to be retained, less 
likely both to take the Grade 5 TAAS 
and to take it in English, and more 
likely to fail the test than stable 
students. These findings reinforce 
earlier research concerning the 
educational progress of students in 
Texas public schools (TEA, 1997a; 
TEA, 1997b). 

There were 295,950 students enrolled 
in Texas public schools in Grade 1 for 
the first time in 1996-97, an 8 percent 
increase over 1992-93. Twenty 
percent of the 1 996-97 first graders 
were identified as having limited 



English proficiency. About 6 percent 
of the 1 992-93 Grade 1 LEP students 
were not identified as having limited 
English proficiency in Grade 1 . If this 
same pattern is true for 1996-97 first 
graders, that class could be as high as 
22 percent limited English proficient, 
compared to 18 percent in 1992-93. 
Increased attention will be focused on 
this population of students over the 
next few years as educators implement 
the new Texas Essential Knowledge 
and Skills for bilingual and ESL 
education, curriculum and instruction 
are aligned with the new Spanish 
versions of the TAAS tests, and 
Spanish TAAS results are included in 
the state accountability rating system 
used to accredit school districts and 
rate campuses. 
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